‘ALASKA OMNIBUS BILL 


HEARINGS 


BEFORE THE 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
TERRITORIAL AND [INSULAR AFFAIRS 


OF THD 


COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFATRS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


EIGHTY-SIXTH CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 
ON 
H.R. 6091, H.R. 6109, and H.R. 6112 


TU AMEND CERTAIN LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES IN 
LIGHT OF THE ADMISSION OF THE STATE OF 
ALASKA INTO THE UNION, AND FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES 


MAY 4 AND 5, 1959 
Serial No. 6 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1959 











COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 


WAYNE N. ASPINALL, Colorado, Chairman 


LEO W. O’BRIEN, New York 
WALTER ROGERS, Texas 
GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 

JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 
ADAM CGC. POWELL, New York 
ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 

B. F. SISK, California 

STEWART L. UDALL, Arizona 

J. T. RUTHERFORD, Texas 
WALTER S&S. BARING, Nevada 
AL ULLMAN, Oregon 

LEROY H. ANDERSON, Montana 
D. S. (JUDGE) SAUND,, California 
DONALD F. McGINLEY, Nebraska 


THOMAS G. MORRIS, New Mexico 


RALPH J. RIVERS, Alaska 


QUENTIN BURDICK, North Dakota 


WILLIAM J. RANDALL, Missouri 


JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 

J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 
E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 

JACK WESTLAND, Washington 
CRAIG HOSMER, California 

J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, Colorado 
HAROLD R. COLLIER, Illinois 
GARDNER R, WITHROW, Wisconsin 
BOB WILSON, California 

GLENN CUNNINGHAM, Nebraska 
ODIN LANGEN, Minnesota 

EDNA (Mrs. SID) SIMPSON, Iinois 


JOHN A. BURNS (DELEGATE), Hawaii 
A. FERNOS-ISERN (Resipent Commissionzg), 
Puerto Rico 


——— 


SUBCOM MITTEE ON TERRITORIAL AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 


LEO W. O’BRIEN, New York, Chairman 


JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 

ADAM C: POWELL, New York 
ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 

B. F. SISK, California 

J. T. RUTHERFORD, Texas 
WALTER 8S. BARING, Nevada 

AL ULLMAN, Oregon 

D. 8S. GUDGE) SAUND, California 
DONALD F. McGINLEY, Nebraska 


THOMAS G. MORRIS, New Mexico 


RALPH J. RIVERS, Alaska 


QUENTIN BURDICK, North Dakota 


JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 

E, Y. BERRY, South Dakota 

JACK WESTLAND, Washington 
CRAIG HOSMER, California 
HAROLD. R. COLLIER, Illinois 
GARDNER R. WITHROW, Wisconsin 
BOB. WILSON, California 

EDNA (Mrs. SID) SIMPSON, Illinois 


JOHN A. BURNS (DELEGATE) Hawaii 
A. FERNOS-ISERN (RESIDENT ComMissiOnen), 
Puerto Rico 


T. RICHARD WITNER, Counsel 
JoHN L. TAYLOR, Consultant on Territorial Affairs 


Statem« 
Ho 
t 


ee je 
SS oan en tee & 224 


— mn 


= 
= 


_ 
— 
Oo sa er a 





DEPOSITED BY THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


CONTENTS 





Statement of — Page 
Hon. John J. Allen, Jr., Undersecretary of Commerce for Transporta- 
tion; accompanied by Ellis Armstrong, Commissioner of Public 
Roads, and Frank C. Turner, Deputy Commissioner of Public Roads, 
Department of Commerce - - - - s a ae - 43 
Hon. E. R. Quesada, Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency, accom- 
panied by Joseph H. Tippets, Acting Director, Bureau of Facilities, 
and Alan L. Dean, Assistant Administrator for Management 


Services, Federal Aviation Agency : ee . 67 
Hon. Ralph J. Rivers, a Representative in the U.S. Congress from the 
State of Alaska____ 78 


Mr. Harold Seidman, Assistant Chief, Office of Management and 
Organization, Bureau of the Budget, accompanied by Howard 
Schnoor, Bureau of the Budget, and Ruth Van Cleve, Assistant 
Solicitor, Department of the Interior : Sad : 24 

Hon. Hugh J. Wade, Secretary of State of the State of Alaska____- 54 


Im 











The 
mittee 
chair 

Mr. 
fairs 1 
Aspins 
6112, b 

In v 
tion, | 
at this 
execut 
be pri 
regard 
statem 
concer 
they w 
the jur 

We 
stand 
their : 
made a 

(H.] 


A BILL 


Be it 
of Ame 
Omnibu 


Sec. ! 
admissi 
words “ 
may bel 
lands o1 
may be 
natives” 


Seo, 3 
of July 
of Alas! 





ALASKA OMNIBUS BILL 





MONDAY, MAY 4, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuscOMMITTEE ON TERRITORIAL AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m., pursuant to call, in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Leo W. O’Brien, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. O’Brren. The Subcommittee on Territorial and Insular Af- 
fairs will be in order for the consideration of H.R. 6091, by Mr. 
Aspinall; H.R. 6109 by the chairman of this subcommittee; and H.R. 
6112, by Mr. Saylor of Pennsylvania. 

In view of the fact that all three bills are identical, without objec- 
tion, H.R. 6091, by Mr. Aspinall, will be printed in the record 
at this point, with reference to the other two bills, along with the 
executive communication requesting this legislation. There will also 
be printed in the record, at this point, Mr. Witmer’s memorandum 
regarding 6091 and companion bills, which memorandum consists of 
statements by chairmen of other House committees, who were asked 
concerning the question of whether the bill covers matters which, if 
they were treated in separate pieces of legislation, would fall within 
the jurisdiction of those other committees. 

We also have a sectional analysis of the bill 6091, which I under- 
stand has been referred to all the departments concerned and has 
their approval. Without objection, the sectional analysis will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(H.R. 6091 and documents referred to follow :) 


(H.R. 6091, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend certain laws of the United States in light of the admission of the State 
of Alaska into the Union, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Alaska 
Omnibus Act”. 


FEDERAL JURISDICTION 


Sec. 2. Section 4 of the Act of July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 339), providing for the 
admission of the State of Alaska into the Union, is amended by striking out the 
words “all such lands or other property, belonging to the United States or which 
may belong to said natives”, and inserting in lieu thereof the words “all such 
lands or other property (including fishing rights), the right or title to which 
—_ be held by said natives or is held by the United States in trust for said 
natives”. 


TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL LAWS 


Seo, 3. Any Territorial law, as that term is defined in section 8(d) of the Act 
of July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 339, 344), providing for the admission of the State 
of Alaska into the Union— 
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(a) which provides for the regulation of commerce within Alaska by an 
agency of the United States, and 

(b) the application of which to the State of Alaska is continued Solely p 
reason of such section 8(d), shall cease to apply to the State of Alaska = 
June 30, 1961, or on the effective date of any law enacted by the Legislature 
of the State of Alaska which modifies or changes such Territorig} law 
whichever occurs first. ’ 

SUGAR ACT 


Sec. 4. Section 101 of the Sugar Act of 1948, as amended (7 U.S.C,, sy 
sec. 1101), is further amended by adding thereto a new subsection, to be 
nated subsection “(0)” and to read as follows: 

“(o) The term ‘continental United States’ means the forty-nine States 
and the District of Columbia.” 


pp. V, 
desig. 


SOIL BANK ACT 


_ 


Sec. 5. Section 113 of the Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 1837), is 
amended to read as follows: “This subtitle B shall apply to the continental 
United States, except Alaska, and, if the Secretary determines it to be in the 
national interest, to the State of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, the Com. 
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, and as used in this subtitle B, 
the term ‘State’ includes Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 


ARMED FORCES 


Sec. 6. (a) Title 10, United States Code, section 101(2), is amended by strik. 
ing out the words “Alaska, Hawaii,” and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
“Hawaii”. 

(b) Title 10, United States Code, sections 802(11) and 802(12), are each 
amended by striking out the words “that part of Alaska east of longitude 172 
degrees west,”’. 

(ec) Title 10, United States Code, section 2662(c), is amended by striking ont 
the word “Alaska,”. 

NATIONAL BANK ACT 


Sec. 7. Section 5192 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (12 U.S.C. 144) js 
further amended by striking out the words “in Alaska or’. 


FEDERAL RESERVE ACT 


Sec. 8. (a) Section 1 of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended (12 U.S.C, 221), 
is further amended by deleting the period at the end of such section and insert: 
ing in lieu thereof the following: “; the term ‘the continental United States’ 
means the States of the United States and the District of Columbia.” 

(b) Section 19 of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 466), is 
further amended by striking the words “in Alaska or”, 


HOME LOAN BANK BOARD 


Sec. 9. (a) Paragraph (3) of section 2 of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act, 
as amended (12 U.S.C. 1422(3)), is further amended by striking out the words 
“Territories of Alaska and Hawaii” and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
“Territory of Hawaii”. 

(b) Section 7 of the Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933, as amended (12 U.S.C. 
1466), is further amended by striking out the words “continental United States, 
to the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii” and inserting thereof the words 
“continental United States (including Alaska), to the Territory of Hawaii”. 


NATIONAL HOUSING ACT 


Sec. 10. The National Housing Act is amended by— 

(a) striking out the word “Alaska,” in sections 9, 201(d), 207(a) (7), 601(d), 
713(q), and 801(g) (12 U.S.C., sees. 1706d, 1707(d), 1713(a) (7), 1736(d), 
1747 1(q) ;'supp. V, sec. 1748(g)); 

(b) striking out the words “the Territory of Alaska,” in section 207(c) (2) 
(12 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 1713(c) (2)), and inserting the word “Alaska” in lied 
thereof ; 
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_ (e) striking, out the words “the Territory of Alaska or in Guam” in section 
914 (12 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 1715d, 48 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 484d), and inserting 
the words “Alaska, Guam,” in lieu thereof; and 

(d) striking out the word “Territory” in the two places where it appears in 
section 806 (12 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 1748e), inserting the word “State” in lieu 


f. 
ae COAST GUARD 


Seo, 11. Title 14, United States Code, section 634(b), is amended by striking 
out the words “and for the territory of” in both places where they appear therein. 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 


Seo. 12. (a) Paragraph (6) of section 2 of the Securities Act of 1933, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 77b(6)), is further amended by striking out the word 
“Alaska,”. 

A) Paragraph (16) of section 3(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as 
amended (15 U.S.C. 78c(a) (16) ), is further amended by striking out the word 
“Alaska,”. 
ae Paragraph (18) of section 202(a) of the Investment Advisers Act of 
1940, as amended (15 U.S.C. 80b-2(a) (18)), is further amended by striking out 
the word “Alaska,”. 

(d) Paragraph (37) of section 2(a) of the Investment Company Act of 1940, 
as amended (15 U.S.C. 80a—2(a) (37)), is further amended by striking out the 
word “Alaska,”’. 

(e) Paragraph (1) of section 6(a) of the Investment Company Act of 1940, 
as amended (15 U.S.C. 80a-6(a)(1)), is further amended by striking out the 
word “Alaska,”’. 

SOIL CONSERVATION 


Sec. 13. (a) Section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment 
Act, as amended (16 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 590h(b)), is further amended by in- 
serting, immediately following the words “continental United States”, the words 
“ except in Alaska’. 

(b) Section 17(a) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 590q(a)), is further amended by striking out the words 
“the United States, the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii” and inserting in lieu 
thereof the words “the States, the Territory of Hawaii”, and by striking out the 
word “Alaska” the second time it appears therein. 


BALD EAGLES 


Sec. 14. Section 1 of the Act of June 8, 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668), is amended by 
striking out the words “except the Territory of Alaska,”. 


WILDLIFE RESTORATION 


Seo. 15. Section 8(a) of the Act of September 2, 1937, as amended (16 U.S.C., 
supp. V, sec. 669g—1), is further amended by striking out the words “the Alaska 
Game Commission,”, “said Territory of Alaska,’, “not exceeding $75,000 for 
Alaska, and”, and “the Territory of Alaska,”’. 


FISH RESTORATION 


Sec. 16. Section 12 of the Act of August 9, 1950, as amended (16 U.S.C., supp. 
V, sec. 777k), is further amended by striking out the words “the Alaska Game 
Commission,”, “said Territory of Alaska,”, “not exceeding $75,000 for Alaska, 
and”, and “the Territory of Alaska,”. > 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Sec. 17. (a) Title 18, United States Code, section 5024, is amended by striking 
out the words “other than Alaska” and inserting in lieu thereof the words “in- 
cluding Alaska’’, 

(b) Section 6 of the Act of August 25, 1958 (72 Stat. 845, 847), is amended 
by striking out the words “other than Alaska” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words “including Alaska”, 

(c). Subsections (a) and (b) of this section shall be effective on July 7, 
1961, or on the date of the Executive order referred to in section 18 of the Act 








4 ALASKA OMNIBUS BILL 


of July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 339, 350), providing for the admission 
Alaska into the Union, whichever occurs first. 


of the State of 


EDUCATION 


Seo. 18. (a)(1) Subsection (a) of section 103 of the National Defense kg 
cation Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 1580, 1582), relating to definition of Stat ? 
amended by striking out “Alaska,” each time it appears. ls 

(2) Paragraph (3)(B) of section 302(a) of such Act (72 Stat. 1589 1588 
relating to definition of continental United States for purposes of allotments rl 
science, mathematics and modern foreign language instruction equipment, i, 
amended by striking out “does not include Alaska” and inserting in liey thereof 
“includes Alaska”. 

(3) Section 1008 of such Act (72 Stat. 1580, 1605), relating to allotments 
to Territories, is amended by striking out “Alaska,”. 

(b) (1) Section 4 of the Act of February 23, 1917 (20 U.S.C. 14), relating to 
allotments for teacher-training, is amended by striking out “$90,000” and insert. 
ing in lieu thereof “$98,500”. The proviso in the last paragraph of section 5 
of such Act (20 U.S.C. 16) and so much of section 12 of such Act (20 U.g¢ 
22) as follows the last semicolon shall not be applicable to Alaska prior to the 
third fiscal year which begins after the enactment of this Act. 

(2) Paragraph (1) of section 2 of the Vocational Education Act of 1946 
(20 U.S.C. 15i), relating to definition of States and Territories, is amended by 
striking out “the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii” and inserting in lieu there 
of “the Territory of Hawaii”. 

(3) Subsection (e) of section 210 (20 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 15jj(e)), and sub. 
section (a) of section 307 of such Act (72 Stat. 1580, 1600), relating to defini. 
tion of State, are each amended by striking out “Alaska,”. 

(c) Paragraph (13) of section 15 of the Act of September 23, 1950, as 
amended (72 Stat. 548, 558), relating to definition of State, is amended by strik. 
ing out “Alaska,”. 

(d)(1) The material in the parentheses in the first sentence of subsection 
(d) of section 3 of the Act of September 30, 1950, as amended, relating to de 
termination of local contribution rate, is amended to read: “(other than a loca! 
educational agency in Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Wake Island, Guam, or the Virgin 
Islands, or in a State in which a substantial proportion of the land is in mor. 
ganized territory for which a State agency is the local educational agency)”, 

(2) The fourth sentence of such subsection is amended by inserting “(inelué- 
ing Alaska)” after “continental United States” the first time it appears in such | 
sentence. The fifth sentence of such subsection is amended by inserting “(in- 
cluding Alaska)” after “continental United States” the second time it appears 
in such sentence. 

(3) The last sentence of such subsection is amended by striking out “Alaska,” 
and by inserting after “the Virgin Islands,” the following: “or in any State 
in which a substantial proportion of the land is in unorganized territory for 
which a State agency is the local educational agency,”. 

(4) Paragraph (8) of section 9 of such Act (20 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 244(8)), 
relating to definition of State, is amended by striking out “Alaska,”. 


~ 


IMPORTATION OF MILK AND CREAM 


Sec. 19. Subsection (b) of section 9 of the Act of February 15, 1927 (21 U.S, 
sec. 149(b)), is amended by inserting the words “, including Alaska” imme 
diately following the words “continental United States’. 


OPIUM POPPY CONTROL 


Src. 20. Section 12 of the Opium Poppy Control Act of 1942 (21 U.S.C., sec. 
188k), is amended by deleting therefrom the words “the Territory of Alaska,”. 


HIGHWAYS 


Src. 21. (a) The Secretary of Commerce shall transfer to the State of Alaskt 
by appropriate conveyance without compensation, but upon such terms and cot 
ditions as he may deem desirable, all lands or interests in lands, including 
buildings and fixtures, all personal property, including machinery, office equip : 
ment, and supplies, and all records pertaining to roads in Alaska, which are | 
owned, held, administered by, or used by the Secretary in connection with the 
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activities of the Bureau of Public Roads in Alaska, (i) except such lands or 
interests in lands, including buildings and fixtures, personal property, including 
machinery, Office equipment, and supplies, and records as the Secretary may de- 
termine are needed for the operations, activities, and functions of the Bureau of 
Public Roads in Alaska after such transfer, including services or functions per- 
formed pursuant to section 40 of this Act; and (ii) except such lands or in- 
trests in lands as he or the head of any other Federal agency may determine 
are needed for continued retention in Federal ownership for purposes other 
than or in addition to road purposes. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, any contract entered 
into by the Federal Government in connection with the activities of the Bureau of 
Public Roads in Alaska which has not been completed on the date of the transfer 
provided under subsection (a) hereof may be completed according to the terms 

ereof. 
te) (a) The State of Alaska shall be responsible for the maintenance of 
roads, including bridges, tunnels, and ferries, transferred to it under subsection 
(a) of this section, as long as any such road is needed for highway purposes. 

(2) Federal-aid funds apportioned to Alaska under title 23, United States 
Code, for fiscal year 1960 and prior fiscal years, and unobligated on the date of 
enactment of this Act, may be used for maintenance of highways on the Federal- 
aid systems in Alaska. 

(d) Effective July 1, 1959, the following provisions of law are repealed: 

(1) Title 23, United States Code, section 103(f) ; 

(2) Title 23, United States Code, section 116(d) ; 

(8) Title 23, United States Code, section 119; 

(4) Title 23, United States Code, section 120(h), except that the portion of 
the first sentence thereof relating to the percentage of funds to be contributed 
by Alaska shall continue to apply to funds apportioned to Alaska for fiscal year 
1960 and prior fiscal years; 

(5) Sections 107(b) and (d) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (70 
Stat. 374, 377, 378) ; 

(6) Section 2 of the Act of January 27, 1905 (33 Stat. 616), as amended (48 
U.S.C., see. 322 and the following) ; and 

(7) The Act of June 30, 1982 (47 Stat. 446), as amended (48 U.S.C., sec 
$21(a) and the following). 

(e) Effective on July 1, 1959, the following provisions of law are amended: 

(1) The definition of the term “State” in title 23, United States Code, section 
101(a), is amended to read as follows: “The term ‘State’ means any one of the 
forty-nine States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, or Puerto Rico.” ; 

(2) Title 23, United States Code, section 104(b), is amended by deleting the 
phrase, “except that only one-third of the area of Alaska shall be included” 
where it appears in paragraphs (1) and (2) of said section 104(b) ; 

(3) Title 23, United States Code, section 116(a), is amended by deleting the 
phrase “Except as provided in subsection (d) of this section,” and by capitaliz- 
ing the word “it” immediately following such phrase; and 

(4) Title 23, United States Code, section 120(a) is amended by deleting the 
phrase “subsections (d) and (h)” and by inserting in lieu thereof the phrase 
“subsection (d)”. 

INTERNAL REVENUE 


Sec. 22. (a) Section 2202 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to 
missionaries in foreign service), and sections 3121(e) (1), 3306(j), 4221(d) (4), 
and 4233(b) of such Code (each relating to a special definition of “State’’) are 
amended by striking out “Alaska,”’. 

(b) Section 4262(c) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (definition of 
“continental United States”) is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) ConTINENTAL UNITED States.—The term ‘continental United States’ 
means the District of Columbia and the States other than Alaska.” 

(c) Section 4502(5) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to defini- 
tion of “United States”) is amended by striking out “the Territories of Hawaii 
and Alaska” and by inserting in lieu thereof “the Territory of Hawaii”. 

(d) Section 4774 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to territorial 
extent of law) is amended by striking out “the Territory of Alaska”. 

(e) Section 7621(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to boun- 
daries of internal revenue districts) is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Bounpartes.—For the purpose mentioned in subsection (a), the Presi- 
dent may subdivide any State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, or may 
unite into one district two or more States or a Territory and one or more States.” 

40242592 
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(f) Section 7653(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is amendeq 
striking out “its Territories or possessions” and inserting in liey thereof wl 
possessions or the Territory of Hawaii”. its 
(g) Section 7701(a)(9) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relatin 
definition of ‘United States”) is amended by striking out “the Territories . 
Alaska and Hawaii” and inserting in lieu thereof “the Territory of Hawaii” * 
(h) Section 7701(a) (10) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relatin 
definition of State) is amended by striking out “Territories” and inserting ; 
lieu thereof “Territory of Hawaii”. do 
(i) The amendments contained in subsections (a) through (h) of this secti 
shall be effective as of January 3, 1959. 7 


COURTS 


Sec. 23. (a) Title 28, United States Code, section 48, is amended b 
out the word “Seattle.” and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
Anchorage.”’. 2 

(b) Title 28, United States Code, section 81A, is amended b 
word “Ketchikan,” immediately following the word “Juneau,”. 

(c) Such authority as has been exercised by the Attorney General heretofore 
with regard to the Federal court system in Alaska, pursuant to section 30 of the 
Act of June 6, 1900 (48 U.S.C. 25), shall continue to be exercised by him after 
the court created by section 12(b) of the Act of July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 339 348 
providing for the admission of the State of Alaska into the Union, is established 

(d) All balances of public moneys received by the clerks of each division of 
the District Court for the Territory of Alaska pursuant to section 10 of the Act 
of June 6, 1900, as amended (48 U.S.C. 107), which are on hand after all pay- 
ments ordered by that court shall have been made, shall be covered into the 
Treasury of the United States as required by law, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall pay the amounts so covered, which are hereby appropriated, to 
the State of Alaska. 


Y striking 
“Seattle. 


y inserting the 


VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT 


Sec. 24. (a) Subsection (g) of section 11 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Ac 
(29 U.S.C. supp. V, sec. 41(g)), relating to definition of State, is amended by 
striking out “Alaska,”’. 

(b) (1) Subsection (i) and paragraph (1) of subsection (h) of such section, 
relating to definition of allotment percentages and Federal shares for purposes 
of allotment and matching for vocational rehabilitation services, are each 
amended by striking out “(excluding Alaska)” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“(including Alaska)”’. 

(2) Paragraph (1) of such subsection (h) is further amended by striking ont 
“Alaska,”’. 

(3) Such subsection (i) is further amended by striking out “Hawaii and 
Alaska” in clause (B) and inserting in lieu thereof “Hawaii”. 


GOLD RESERVE ACT 


Sec. 25. Section 15 of the Gold Reserve Act of 1934, as amended (31 U.S.C. 
444), is further amended by striking out the words “, the District of Columbia, 
and the Territory of Alaska” and inserting in lieu thereof the words “and the 
District of Columbia”’. 

SILVER PURCHASE ACT 


Sec. 26. Section 10 of the Silver Purchase Act of 1934 (31 U.S.C. 448b) is 
amended by striking out the words “, the District of Columbia and the Territory 
of Alaska” and inserting in lieu thereof the words “and the District of Columbia’. 


NATIONAL GUARD 


Sec. 27. Title 32, United States Code, section 101(1), is amended by striking 
out the words “Alaska, Hawaii,” and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
“Hawaii”. 

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


Sec. 28. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 5(h) of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 466d(h)(1)), relating to Federal share 
for purposes of matching for program operation, is amended by striking out 
“(excluding Alaska)” and inserting in lieu thereof “(including Alaska)” and 
by striking out, in clause (B), “and Alaska”. 
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(b) Subsection (d) of section 11 of such Act (33 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 466j(d) ) 
js amended by striking out “Alaska,” 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Sec. 29. (a) Title 38, United States Code, section 903(b), is amended by 
striking out the words “, or to the place of burial within Alaska if the deceased 
was a resident of Alaska who had been brought to the United States as a bene- 
fciary of the Veterans’ Administration for hospital or domiciliary care”; by 
inserting the word “continental” immediately before the words “United States” 
the second time they appear in such section; and by inserting, immediately fol- 
jowing the words “continental United States” in both places where they appear 
in such section, the parenthetical phrase “(including Alaska)”. 

(b) Title 38, United States Code, section 2007(c), is amended by striking out 


the word “Alaska,”. 
FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 


Sec. 30. (a) Subsection (f) of section 3 of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 472(f)), is amended by striking out 
the words “, Hawaii, Alaska,” and inserting in lieu thereof the words “(in- 
cluding Alaska), Hawaii,”. 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 702 of such Act (40 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 522(a)), 
is amended by striking out the words “Territories of Alaska and Hawaii” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the words “Territory of Hawaii”. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 


Sec. 31. (a) Subsection (f) of section 2 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 201(f)), relating to definition of State, is amended by striking out 
“Hawaii, Alaska,” and inserting in lieu thereof “Hawaii,” and by striking out 
“ the District of Columbia, or Alaska” and inserting in lieu thereof “or the 


District of Columbia”. 

(b) (1) Effective July 1, 1959, section 371 of the Public Health Service Act, 
as added by the Alaska Mental Health Enabling Act (42 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 
273), is repealed. 


(2) Subsection (a) of section 372 of such Act (42 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 247(a) ) 
is amended by striking out “the Territory of”. 

(3) Subsections (b), (c), and (e) of such section are each amended by strik- 
ing out “the Territory” each time it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
“Alaska”. 

(4) Such subsection (e) is further amended by striking out “the Territory’s” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “Alaska’s”. 

(c) (1) Subsection (a) of section 631 of such Act (42 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 
291i(a)), relating to definition of allotment percentage for purposes of allot- 
ments for construction, is amended by striking out “(excluding Alaska)” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “(including Alaska)” and by striking out “for Alaska 
and Hawaii shall be 50 per centum each” in clause (2) and inserting in lieu 
thereof “for Hawaii shall be 50 per centum”. 

(2) Subsection (d) of such section, relating to definition of State, is amended 
by striking out “Alaska,”’. 

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


Sec. 32. (a) Paragraph (8) of section 1101(a) of the Social Security Act (72 
Stat. 1013, 1050), relating to definition of Federal percentage for purposes of 
matching for public assistance grants, is amended by striking out “Alaska and” 
in clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) and by striking out “(excluding Alaska)” 
. ae (A) and (B) and inserting in lieu thereof “(including 

as) re 

(b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 524 of the Social Security Act (72 Stat. 
1013, 1054), relating to definition of allotment percentage for purposes of allot- 
ments for child welfare services, is amended by striking out “50 per centum in 
the case of Alaska and” in clause (B). 

(2) Subsection (b) of such section, relating to definition of Federal share 
for purposes of matching for child welfare services, is amended by striking out 
“50 per centum in the case of Alaska and” in clause (2). 

(3) Such subsections (a) and (b), and subsection (c) of such section, relat- 
ing to promulgation of Federal shares and allotment percentages, are each 
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amended by striking out “(excluding Alaska)” and inserting in liey the. 
“(including Alaska)”. Teot 
(ce) (1) The last sentence of section 202(i) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 402(i)), is amended by striking out “forty-eight” and j 
serting in lieu thereof “forty-nine’’. > 
(2) Subsections (h) and (i) of section 210 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 419 (h) 
(i)), relating to definitions of State and United States for purposes of old-age 
survivors, and disability insurance, are each amended by striking out “Alaska” 
(d) (1) Paragraph (1) of section 1101(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.0. 
supp. V, sec 1301(a)(1)), relating to definition of State, is amended by striki e 
out “Alaska, Hawaii,” and inserting in lieu thereof “Hawaii”. BB 
(2) Paragraph (2) of such section (42 U.S.C. 1301 (a) (2)), relating to deg. 
nition of United States, is amended by striking out “Alaska,”. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 


Src. 33. Section 73 of the Act of January 12, 1895, as amended (44 U.S.C, 
Supp. V, sec. 183), is further amended by striking out the word “Alaska.”, 


FEDERAL REGISTER 


Sec. 34. Section 8 of the Federal Register Act (44 U.S.C., sec. 308), jg 
amended by striking out the parenthetical phase “(not including Alaska)” anq 
inserting in lieu thereof the parenthetical phrase “(including Alaska)”, 


AIRPORTS 


Sec. 35. (a) The Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency is authorized 
and directed to transfer to the State of Alaska by appropriate conveyance, and 
subject to such terms and conditions as he may deem appropriate, all the right, 
title, and interest of the United States in and to the public airports constructed 
and operated pursuant to the Act of May 28, 1948, as amended (48 U.S.C, 485 
and the following), including all the land, buildings, structures, facilities, equip- 
ment, and other personal property appurtenant thereto and necessary for the 
operation thereof, except for such property, real or personal, as the Adminis. 
trator may determine is needed for the performance of functions of the United 
States in Alaska after such transfer. Such transfer shall be without monetary 
consideration to the United States. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this section, any contract ep- 
tered into by the Federal Aviation Agency in connection with its activities with 
respect to public airports constructed and operated pursuant to the Act of May 
28, 1948, as amended (48 U.S.C. 485 and the following), which has not been com- 
pleted by the date of enactment of this Act, may be completed according to the 
terms thereof. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE 


Sec. 36. Section 16(b) of the Universal Training and Service Act, as amended 
(50 U.S.C. app., sec. 466(b)), is further amended by striking out the word 
“Alaska,”. 

REAL, PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS 


Sec. 37. Section 43(c) of the Act of August 10, 1956 (50 U.S.C. app., supp. 
V, see. 2285(c)), is amended by striking out the word “Alaska,”. 


RECREATION FACILITIES 


Sec. 38. Section 2 of the Act of May 4, 1956 (70 Stat. 180), is hereby repealed. 
There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1960, such Sums as may be necessary to complete the construction of facilities 
described in section 1 of such Act, as amended by the Act of August 30, 1957 
(71 Stat. 510), if construction was begun prior to June 30, 1959, and to maintain 
the facilities pending their transfer pursuant to such section. 


AIRCRAFT LOAN GUARANTEES 


Sec. 39. Section 3 of the Act of September 7, 1957 (71 Stat. 629), is amended 
by striking out the words “Territory of Alaska” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the words “State of Alaska’”’. 
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TRANSITIONAL GRANTS 


gec. 40. (a) In order to assist the State of Alaska in accomplishing an order- 

transition from Territorial status to statehood, and in order to facilitate the 
assumption by the State of Alaska of responsibilities hitherto performed in 
Alaska by the Federal Government, there are hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated to the President, for the purpose of making transitional grants to the 
state of Alaska, the sum of $10,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960; 
the sum of $6,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1961, and 
June 30, 1962; and the sum of $2,500,000 for each of the fiscal years ending 
June 30, 1968, and June 30, 1964. 

(b) The Governor of Alaska may submit to the President a request that a 
Federal agency continue to provide services or facilities in Alaska for an interim 

riod, pending the provision of such services or facilities by the State of Alaska. 
Such interim period shall not extend beyond June 30, 1964. In the event of such 
request, and in the event of the approval thereof by the President, the President 
may allocate, at his discretion, to such agency the funds necessary to finance the 
provision of such services or facilities. Such funds shall be allocated from 
appropriations made pursuant to subsection (a) hereof, and the amount of such 
funds shall be deducted from the amount of grants available to the State of 
Alaska pursuant to such subsection. 

(c) After the transfer or conveyance to the State of Alaska of any property 
of function pursuant to the Act of July 7, 1958 (72 Stat. 339), providing for the 
admission of the State of Alaska into the Union, or pursuant to this Act or 
any other law, and until June 50, 1964, the head of the Federal agency having 
administrative jurisdiction of such property prior to its transfer or conveyance 
may contract with the State of Alaska for the performance by such agency, on 
a reimbursable basis, of some or all of the functions authorized to be performed 
by it in Alaska immediately preceding such conveyance or transfer. 


TRANSFER OF PROPERTY 


Sec, 41. If the President determines that any function performed by the 
Federal Government in Alaska has been terminated by the Federal Government 
and that performance of such function or substantially the same function has 
been or will be assumed by the State of Alaska, the President may, until July 1, 
1964, in his discretion, transfer and convey to the State of Alaska, without reim- 
bursement, any property or interest in property, real of personal, situated in 
Alaska which is owned or held by the United States in connection with such 
function. 

CLAIMS COMMISSION 


Sec. 42. (a) In the event that any disputes arise between the United States 
and the State of Alaska concerning the transfer, conveyance, or other disposal 
of property to the State of Alaska pursuant to section 6(e) of the Act of July 
7, 1958 (72 Stat. 339, 340), providing for the admission of the State of Alaska 
into the Union, or pursuant to this Act, the President is authorized to appoint a 
temporary commission of three persons to consider, ascertain, adjust, determine, 
and settle such disputes. In carrying out its duties under this section, such 
commission may hold such hearings, take such testimony, sit and act at such 
times and places, and incur such expenditures as the commission deems neces- 
sary. Any settlement made by such commission under the authority of this sec- 
tion shall be final and conclusive for all purposes, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law to the contrary. 

(b) The commission may, without regard to the civil-service laws and the 
Classification Act of 1949, employ and fix the compensation of such employees as 
it deems necessary to carry out its duties under this section. The commission 
is authorized to use the facilities, information, and personnel of the denartments, 
agencies, and establishments of the executive branch of the United States Gov- 
ernment which it deems necessary to carry out its duties; and each such depart- 
ment, agency, and instrumentality is authorized to furnish such facilities, in- 
formation, and personnel to the commission upon request made by the commis- 
sion. The commission shall reimburse each such department, agency, or instru- 
mentality for the services of any personnel utilized. 

(ec) No member of such commission shall be an officer or employee of the 
United States or of the State of Alaska. Each member of the commission shall 
be paid compensation at the rate of $50 per day for each day spent in the work 
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of the commission, shall be reimbursed for ‘actual and necessary travel] 
and shall receive a per diem allowance in accordance with the p 
Travel Expense Act of 1949, as amended, when away from his 
residence. 

(d) The President is authorized to make such rules and regulations as 


soe DED RER, 
TOVISIONS Of the 
usual place o 


sae ; may 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. There are hereby author i 
to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to enable the Commission ty 


perform its duties under this section. 
EFFECTIVE DATES 


Sec. 43. (a) The amendments made by paragraph (2) of subsection (a) of 
section 18, by subsection (a) of section 28, by paragraph (1) of subsection (¢) 
of section 31, by subsections (a) and (b) of section 32, and, except as provida 
in subsection (c) of this section, by subsection (b) of section 24, shall be ap. 
plicable in the case of promulgations of Federal shares, allotment percentages 
allotment ratios, and Federal percentages, as the case may be, made after satis. 
factory data are available from the Department of Commerce for a full year 9 
the per capita income of Alaska, and for this purpose such promulgations shay 
before such data for the full period required by the applicable statutory Provision 
as so amended are available from the Department of Commerce, be based q 
satisfactory data available from such Department for such one full year oy 
when such data for a two-year period are available, for such two years, 

(b) The amendments made by paragraphs (1) and (3) of subsection (a) of 
section 18 shall be applicable, in the case of allotments under section 302(b) ¢ 
502 of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, for fiscal years beginning 
July 1, 1959, and, in the case of allotments under section 302(a) of such Act, ip 
the case of allotments based on allotment ratios, promulgated under such seetion 
302(a), to which the amendment made by paragraph (2) of subsection (a) of 
section 18 of this Act is applicable. 

(c)(1) The allotment percentage determined for Alaska under section 11()) 
of the Voactional Rehabilitation Act, as amended by this Act, for the first, seconé, 
third, and fourth years for which the amendments made by this Act are applicable 
to such section shall be increased by 76 per centum, 64 per centum, 52 per centum 
and 28 per centum, respectively, of the difference between such allotment per. 
centage for the year involved and 75 per centum. 

(2) The Federal share for Alaska determined under section 11(i) of the Yo 
cational Rehabilitation Act, as amended by this Act, for the first year for whid 
the amendments made by this Act are applicable to such section shall be increased 
by 70 per centum of the difference between such Federal share for such year and 
60 per centum. 

(3) If such first year for which such amendments made by this Act are ap 
plicable is any fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 1962, the adjusted Feder 
share for Alaska for such year for purposes of section 2(b) of the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act shall, notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (8) (A) 
of such section 2(b), be the Federal share determined pursuant to paragraph 
(2) of this subsection. 

(d) The amendments made by paragraphs (2) and (38) of subsection (b) 
by subsection (c), and by paragraph (4) of subsection (d) of section 18; by 
subsection (a) of section 24; by subsection (b) of section 28; by subsection (a), 
by subparagraphs (2), (3), and (4) of subsection (b), and by paragraph (2) 


} 





t 
' 





of subsection (c) of section 31; by paragraph (2) of subsection (c) and by sub | 


section (d) of section 32; and, except as provided in subsection (b) of this 
section by paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of section 18, shall be effective 
January 3, 1959. 

(e) The amendment made by paragraph (1) of subsection (c) of section? 
shall apply in the case of deaths occurring on or after January 3, 1959. 

(f) The amendments made by paragraph (1) of subsection (b) and paragraphs 


(1), (2), and (3) of subsection (d) of section 18 shall be applicable for fiscal | 


years beginning July 1, 1959. 


DEFINITION OF “CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES” 


Sec. 44. Whenever the phrase “continental United States” is used in any lav 
of the United States enacted after the date of enactment of this Act, it shal 
mean the forty-nine States on the North American Continent and the District i 
Columbia, unless otherwise expressly provided. 





SEO. 
or circ 
of suc] 


Hon. § 
Speak 
My 
“to an 
State 
tion-b. 
Thi 
becom 
“on al 
dent | 
shoulc 
and p 
(1) n 
progr: 
specia 
to Al: 
and 0 
applic 
ences 
Ala 
on th 
progr 
treat 
and é 
ment 
fore, 
defen 
feder 
pollu 
ance, 
total 
ment 
Since 
ticips 
tiona 
Hug! 
Reha 
_ whic 
gran 
tion | 
Th 
ates 
in A 
state 
and 
in Al 
ment 
Alas 
othe: 
dent 
assis 
high 
serv 
be f: 
tion: 
wou 








. of i 


y be 
204 
h to 


y aw 
shall 
ict of 


TO os 


ALASKA OMNIBUS BILL 11 


SEPARABILITY 


geo. 45. If any provision of this Act, or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances, is held invalid, the remainder of this Act, and the application 
of such provision to other persons or circumstances, shall not be affected thereby. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., March 24, 1959. 
Hon. SAM RAYBUBN, ; 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. SpeAKeR: There is forwarded herewith a draft of legislation 
“to amend certain laws of the United States in the light of the admission of the 
State of Alaska into the Union, and for other purposes,” together with a sec- 
tion-by-section analysis thereof. 

This proposal is designed to make those changes in Federal laws which have 
become necessary and desirable because of Alaska’s admission into the Union 
“on an equal footing with the other States in all respects whatever.” The Presi- 
dent recommended in his 1960 budget message that, where necessary, changes 
should be made in Federal laws “to apply to Alaska the same general laws, rules, 
and policies as are applicable to other States.” The proposed legislation would 
(1) make Alaska eligible to participate in a number of Federal grant-in-aid 
programs on a comparable basis with the other States; (2) terminate certain 
special Federal programs in Alaska; (3) authorize Federal financial assistance 
to Alaska during an interim period, transfers of Federal property to the State 
and other measures required to facilitate an orderly transition; (4) clarify the 
applieability of certain laws to Alaska, and (5) eliminate inappropriate refer- 
ences to the “Territory of Alaska” in Federal statutes. 

Alaska already participates in the majority of Federal grant-in-aid programs 
on the same basis as other States. There are a number of Federal grant-in-aid 
programs, however, where Alaska is still accorded, as it was when a Territory, 
treatment different from that of other States. We believe that Alaska, as a full 
and equal member of the Union, should not receive more or less favorable treat- 
ment than other States under these programs. The proposed legislation, there- 
fore, would amend pertinent laws providing Federal assistance for national 
defense education, vocational education, school construction and operation in 
federally affected areas, highway construction, vocational rehabilitation, water 
pollution control, hospital and medical facilities construction, old-age assist- 
ance, aid to dependent children, aid to the blind, aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled, and child welfare services to bring Alaska under the apportion- 
ment and matching formulas applicable to all other States as soon as possible. 
Since the 1960 apportionments have already been made, Alaska would not par- 
ticipate in the Federal-aid highway program on an equal basis until 1961. Transi- 
tional provisions have been included in the proposed amendments to the Smith- 
Hughes Act, which authorizes grants for vocational education, and the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act so as to minimize the effects of any program adjustments 


,which may be required during the transitional period. Those special Federal 


grants which apply only to Alaska for general and mental health and construc- 
tion of recreation facilities would be terminated. 

The Federal Government at present constructs and maintains highways, oper- 
ates commercial airports and provides a number of other services and facilities 
in Alaska normally furnished by State and local governments. The President 
stated in his 1960 budget message that, in the long-run interest of both the State 
and the Nation, “the Federal Government should not continue special programs 
in Alaska which, in other States, are the responsibility of State and local govern- 
ments or of private enterprise.” Since some time necessarily will elapse before 
Alaska can benefit fully from the revenues to be derived from public lands and 
other resources to be made available to the State by the Statehood Act, the Presi- 
dent recommended that ‘‘the Federal Government should provide such fins ncial 
assistance as is necessary to facilitate transfer to the State of such programis as 
highway construction and maintenance, airport operations, and public health 
services.” If such assistance were not provided, the Federal Government would 
be faced with the undesirable alternative of postponing transfer of these func- 
tions to the State for an indefinite period. The proposed legislation, therefore, 
would authorize the payment of transitional grants to the State of Alaska in an 
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amount of $10.5 million for the fiscal year 1960 and in declining amounts 
subsequent 4 years. In addition, to assist the State in establishing j 
system, the draft bill would transfer to the State any outstanding balance 
accounts of the clerks of the Territorial courts at such time as the Fed 


for the 
ts court 
3 in the 


e 
trict Court for Alaska is established. Under the proposed legislation ne 


could choose between receiving the entire transitional grant and administerip 
the transferred programs directly or by contract with a Federal agency > 
requesting that a portion be used for financing continued Federal operations 
during an interim period. Expenditures for the transitional grants to Alaska 
would be offset to a large extent by the elimination of existing specia) Federa] 
programs in Alaska. 

It is recognized that Alaska will require not only financial assistance but 
also facilities and equipment, if it is expeditiously to assume responsibility for 
functions now performed by the Federal Government. The Statehood Act Dro. 
vides that U.S. property situated in Alaska which is used for the Purpose 
of conservation and protection of fisheries and wildlife in Alaska shalj 
transferred to the State without reimbursement. The proposed legislation would 
authorize the President to make similar transfers of property and equipment 
in any case where the State assumes responsibility for functions formerly per- 
formed by the Federal Government. In the event of differences between the 
Federal Government and Alaska concerning property transfers, the President 
would be authorized to appoint a temporary three-member commission to hear 
and settle the disputes. 

As a consequence of Alaska’s changed status, it is believed appropriate to 
require the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit to hold sessions in Alaska 
annually. Under the proposed legislation that court, which is now required by 
law to hold sessions each year in San Francisco, Los Angeles, Portland and Seat- 
tle, would be required to hold sessions in Anchorage. The proposed legislation 
further provides that the U.S. District Court for the District of Alaska shall 
hold sessions Ketchikan, as well as at Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau and Nome. 

The proposed legislation would extend the applicability of certain Federal laws 
to Alaska. These include the Sugar Act, a portion of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940, not hitherto applicable to certain Alaska companies, the act of 
June 8, 1940 (protection of bald eagles), the Federal Youth Corrections Act, 
certain provisions relating to parole, a statute relating to the transportation of 
bodies of veterans who have died in Veterans’ Administration facilities, and 
section 29 of the Federal Register Act (notice of hearings). The draft bill would 
also amend the Statehood Act to clarify Federal jurisdiction over public domain 
lands; provide for the termination of certain “territorial laws” administered by 
Federal agencies; and clarify the applicability to Alaska of the statute regard- 
ing the importation of milk and cream and the nonapplicability of the tax on 
transportation; provide for the transfer of the Anchorage and Fairbanks air- 
ports to the State; and provide a definition to be applicable in the future of 
the term “continental United States.” Several of the provisions of the draft bill 
are essentially technical and perfecting in nature and either eliminate inappro- 
priate references to Alaska or make other language changes which are con- 
sidered appropriate because of Alaska’s changed status. 

The Bureau of the Budget urges early and favorable consideration of the 
proposed legislation, since its enactment is required to assure continuity of a 
number of essential public services in Alaska and to provide for the orderly 
transition of Alaska from territorial status to statehood. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Maurice H. Stans, 
Director. 


MEMORANDUM RE H.R. 6091 aNpD CoMPANION BILLS 


The chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee wrote to the 
chairmen of other committees of the House on April 2, advising them of the 
pendency of these bills and calling their attention to the fact that they cover 
matters which, if they were being treated in separate pieces of legislation, would 
fall within their jurisdictions. He also asked whether they had any sugges- 
tions to offer. 

While some of the committees have not replied, we have a number of answers. 
Some of these offered no suggestions. Others requested that we consider certain 
matters. An outline of these letters follows. 
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INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


wphere are certain aspects of this proposed legislation which do relate to 
ubjects which this committee does have an interest in and I shall study the bill 
in such connection and advise you further if I have any comments thereupon” 


(Apr. 13, 1959). 
EDUCATION AND LABOR 


us * * there are ho legal objections to those provisions of the bills dealing 
with matters coming within the jurisdiction of the Committee on Education and 
Labor” (Apr. 11, 1959). 
ARMED SERVICES 


The chairman of the Armed Services Committee (Apr. 7, 1959) points out 
several suggestions that were made by the Defense Department but were not 
included in the bills. He says that these do not appear to be of “overriding 
importance” but recommends that our committee consider them. They are 
as follows: S s . 

(a) Addition of a new section which would amend section 1 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 in three respects (sec. 1 deals with submission of project 
planning reports by the Secretary of the Army to the States and to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior and with preference in the use of water for consumptive 
use projects over its use for navigation). 

(i) Amend the definition of the term “affected State” to read: 

“The term ‘affected State or States’ shall include those in which the 
works or any part thereof are proposed to be located ; those which in whole 
or part are both within the drainage basin involved and situated in a State 
(except in Alaska) lying wholly or in part west of the 98th meridian; and 
such of those which are east of the 98th meridian as, in the judgment of 
the Chief of Engineers, will be substantially affected.” 

(ii) Amend the provision requiring submission of planning reports to 
the Secretary of the Interior to read: 

“The Chief of Engineers shall transmit a copy of his proposed report to 
each affected State, and, in case the plans or proposals covered by the 
report are concerned with the use or control of waters west of the 97th 
meridian (except in Alaska), to the Secretary of the Interior.” 

(iii) Amend subsection (b) to read as follows: 

“The use for navigation, in connection with the operation and main- 
tenance of such works herein authorized for construction, of waters arising 
in States (except in Alaska) lying wholly or partly west of the 98th 
meridian shall be only such use as does not conflict with any beneficial 
consumptive use, present or future, in States (except in Alaska) lying 
wholly or partly west of the 98th meridian, of such waters for domestic, 
municipal, stock water, irrigation, mining, or industrial purposes.” 

(b) Addition of a new section which would amend the Posse Comitatus Act 
(18 U.S.C. 13885) and would strike out the exception pertaining to Alaska now 
contained therein : 

“Whoever, except in cases and under circumstances expressly authorized by 
the Constitution or Act of Congress, willfully uses any part of the Army or the 
Air Force as a posse comitatus or otherwise to execute the laws shall be fined 
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 2 years, or both. his see- 
Hen dees pet apple ie AdasteH 

(c) Addition of provisions amending title 10, sections 4774(b) (1), 7574- 
(b)(1) and 9774(b)(1), all having to do with the size of military family 
quarters, by striking out the words “outside the United States” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “in Alaska or outside the other 48 States and the District of 
Columbia.” 

(d) Addition of provisions to bring the Military Construction Acts of 1958 
(sections 503 and 514) into line with the treatment of Alaska “as being out- 
side the United States” contained in sections 403 and 411 of H.R. 5674. These 
sections permit a 10 percent increase in the cost figures for military construc- 
tion in Alaska used in the bill. 

AGRICULTURE 


“AS you suggest, portions of these bills are of interest to this committee and 
I shall give the matter prompt consideration so that if we should have any sug- 
gestions they may be transmitted to you at an early date” (April 7, 1959). 
40242593 
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BANKING AND CURRENCY 


“The amendments the bill would make to legislation under the jurisdictj 
the Banking and Currency Committee, seem to be purely forma]. 
stantive effect, and I have no objection to them” (April 24, 1959). 


7 On of 
With no gy. 


VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 


“Because of the unusual circumstances prevailing in Alaska I Would like ¢ 
submit for your consideration an amendment to provide the authority to furnish 
hospitalization in private hospitals in Alaska for wartime veterans sufferin 
from non-service-connected disabilities. Should you and the committee find that 
such action is desirable, I would suggest that you amend section 601(4) (C) of 
title 38, United States Code, by inserting immediately before the period the 
following: ‘, or in the State of Alaska.’ 

“I * * * hope that it will be possible for the amendment which I have Sug- 
gested to be included in the bill which will be reported favorably to the House 

“The Veterans Administration has advised me that the average daily patient 
load in non-Federal hospitals in Alaska was 16 for fiscal year 1958. It Will thus 
be seen that there are not a large number of veterans involved” (April 13, 1959) 


JUDICIARY 


“May I propose the following technical amendments: 

“(1) The definition of the term ‘continental United States’ should be 
made uniform in sections 4 and 8(a). 

“(2) In section 10, ‘The National Housing Act’ should be more accurately 
identified by giving the statutes and United States Code citations. 

“(3) In section 17(b), the date of the Executive order should be given 
since this is now an accomplished fact. 

“I also respectfully make the suggestion that since Hawaii will become the 
50th State, the bill should be amended so as to make the same provisions for 
Hawaii as are proposed for Alaska. This would save time, money, and work’ 
(April 8, 1959.) 


HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C., May 4, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 2, 1959, transmit- 
ting a copy of H.R. 6091, a bill to amend certain laws of the United States in 
light of the admission of the State of Alaska into the Union, and for other pur 
poses. Your letter asked for any suggestions we may have with respect to the 
bill. 

Most of the proposed legislation in the bill is not related to the work of the 
Committee on Government Operations. However, section 21 and section 41, 
provide for the transfer of certain property to the State of Alaska. In general, 
the Committee on Government Operations has opposed transfers of real property 
to States and other local governments without any compensation to the United 
States. Since the conveyances provided for by the two sections are in addition 
to those authorized in the Alaska Admission Act, it is suggested that it would 
be appropriate to charge the acreage included in such conveyances against the 
overall land grant to the State. This would preserve the policy observed by the 
Committee on Government Operations without causing any substantial hard- 
ship to the new State. 

Sincerely yours, 


WitiiaM L. Dawson, Chairman, 
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SECTIONAL ANALYSIS 
SHORT TITLE 
Section 1 provides that the act may be cited as the Alaska Omnibus Act. 
FEDERAL JURISDICTION 


Section 2 would amend section 4 of the Statehood Act. Section 4 now provides, 
in pertinent part, that Alaska and its people disclaim any right (a) to any lands 
in Alaska the right or title to which is now held by the United States, except 
for land granted to Alaska by the Statehood Act, and (b) to land and property 
held by Alaska natives or held in trust by the United States for such natives. 
The section further provides that “all such land . . . shall be and remain under 
the absolute jurisdiction and control of the United States.” It was intended 
that such absolute jurisdiction would apply to native lands only ((b) above), 
put the language actually enacted appears to comprehend the lands described in 
poth (a) and (b). The amendment would make clear that “the absolute juris- 
diction and control of the United States” does not apply generally to land held 
by the United States in Alaska, but only to land and property held by natives or 
by the United States in trust for natives. 


TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL LAWS 


Section 3 provides a date on which certain laws enacted by the Congress, 
relating to the regulation of commerce within Alaska, shall cease to apply to the 
Stateof Alaska. Section 8(d) of the Statehood Act provides that a law “enacted 
by the Congress the validity of which is dependent solely upon the authority of 
the Congress to provide for the government of Alaska prior to the admission of 
the State of Alaska into the Union” shall be regarded as a “Territorial law’ 
and that such a law shall continue in force and effect throughout the State except 
as modified or changed by action of the State legislature. The foregoing lan- 
guage has been interpreted by the executive branch of the Federal Government 
as continuing in effect in the State of Alaska those portions of U.S. laws which 
provide for the regulation of intraterritorial commerce by agencies of the United 
States. In the language of section 8(d), such laws will continue in effect 
“except .. . as modified or changed by the legislature of the State.” In order 
to make explicit the date such laws of the United States shall cease to 
be applicable, this section of the bill provides that, either (a) on July 1, 1961, or, 
if it occurs earlier, (b) on the effective date of any State law relating to the same 
subject matter as the pertinent law of the United States, such law of the United 
States shall cease to apply. In the absence of an explicit date, considerable con- 
fusion might arise as to the continued responsibility of a Federal agency. The 
section makes clear that such Federal responsibility will cease whenever the 
State takes legislative action in a field formerly regulated by the United States. 


SUGAR ACT 


Section 4 amends the Sugar Act by providing a definition of the term ‘“con- 
tinental United States.’”’ In the absence of such a definition, the term has been 
administratively construed to exclude the Territory of Alaska. The new sub- 
section would make clear that it includes the 49 States and the District of 
Columbia. As a result, the determinations by the Secretary of Agriculture con- 
cerning sugar requirements in the continental United States will henceforth 
include the requirements of Alaska. Thus, sugar either imported or marketed 
for shipment into Alaska will be charged against a quota. 


SOIL BANK ACT 


Section 5 would perpetuate in the State of Alaska the treatment accorded to 
the Territory of Alaska under the conservation reserve program of the Soil 
Bank Act. The act has no practical application to Alaska at this time and is 
not now being administered there. This condition is likely to continue for the 
foreseeable future. Consequently, the amended provision concerning the geo- 
graphical application of the program would make clear that the conservation 
reserve program of the Soil Bank Act applies to Alaska only if the Secretary 
of Agriculture determines that such application would be in the national interest. 
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ARMED FORCES 


Section 6 would provide in subsection (a) a perfecting amendment to title 10 
of the United States Code by amending the definition of the term “Territory” 
to delete the existing reference to Alaska. Subsection (b) would amend two 
definitions in article 2 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice which describe 
persons subject to the code. Under the definitions in existing law, “Dersons 
serving with, employed by, or accompanying the Armed Forces” and “‘nersons 
within an area leased by or otherwise reserved or acquired for the use of the 
United States” are subject to the code if they are outside that part of Alaska 
east of longitude 172 degrees west, the Canal Zone, Hawaii, Puerto Rico the 
Virgin Islands, and Guam. The amendments in subsection (b) would have the 
effect of according the same treatment to such persons in Alaska west of the 
172d meridian as is already accorded to those east of it. Subsection (c) Strikes 
the special and now unnecessary reference to Alaska in a section which com- 
prehends all of the States. 

NATIONAL BANK ACT 


Section 7 relates to the reserve balances required of national banks that are 
not members of the Federal Reserve System and that are located in Alaska or 
outside the continental United States. Because section 19 of the Alaska State. 
hood Act requires that all national banks in Alaska be members of the Federal] 
Reserve System, section 5192 of the Revised Statutes no longer has application 
to Alaska, and this section of the proposed bill would thus eliminate the refer. 
erence to it. 

FEDERAL RESERVE ACT 


Section 8 provides two perfecting amendments to the Federal Reserve Act 
to reflect Alaska’s inclusion in the Federal Reserve System pursuant to section 
19 of the Statehood Act. 

HOME LOAN BANK BOARD 


Section 9 would provide perfecting amendments to two statutes administered 
by the Federal Home Loan Bank Board. The Federal Home Loan Bank Act 
and the Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933 would each be amended by Striking 
references to Alaska as a Territory. 


NATIONAL HOUSING ACT 


Section 10 provides amendments to the National Housing Act. The amend- 
ments would have the effect of perpetuating in the State of Alaska the treatment 
received by Alaska as a Territory. 


COAST GUARD 


Section 11 would amend the provision of law authorizing the appointment 
of commissioned officers of the Coast Guard as U.S. commissioners or U.S. deputy 
marshals in Alaska. The amendment is perfecting only and removes references 
to “the Territory of” Alaska. 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 


Section 12 provides amendments to certain statutes administered by the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. Those contained in subsections (a) 
through (d) are perfecting only, merely removing unnecessary references to 
Alaska in definitions of the term “State’’. Subsection (e) would amend a sec- 
tion of the Investment Company Act of 1940 which provides an exemption from 
the provisions of the act to companies organized under the laws of the Terri- 
tories and possessions which confine offerings of their securities to residents of 
such Territories or possessions. The effect of the amendment would be to remove 
Alaska from the areas (all of which are Territories and possessions) to which 
the special exemption applies, and to accord to it the same treatment as the 
other States receive. 

SOIL CONSERVATION 


Section 13 would amend two provisions of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act. Section 8(b) of the act requires that, in the administration of 
the law “in the continental United States’, the Secretary of Agriculture must 
use county committees, and that no committee may represent more than one 
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county or parts of different counties. Heretofore the the term “continental 
United States” has been administratively construed to exclude Alaska, with the 
result that, in Alaska, three committees only are now in operation, each serving 
an area which includes more than one county or parts of different counties. 
With statehood, Alaska may now be regarded as within the continental United 
States. If so, adherence to section 8(b) would require the establishment of far 
more committees in Alaska than would be suitable for Alaska’s relatively small 
program. Therefore, subsection (a) of this section of the bill would remove 
the requirement with respect to the areas represented by committees in the case 
of Alaska. Subsection (b) is a perfecting amendment, designed only to reflect 
Alaska’s new status. 
BALD EAGLES 


Section 14 amends the statute providing protection to bald eagles. Existing 
law protects the bald eagle “within the United States or any place subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof, except the Territory of Alaska.” Because the bald eagle 
is now virtually extinct except in Alaska, the protection afforded by the statute 
should apply to Alaska as well. The amendment contained in this section would 
achieve that result. 

WILDLIFE RESTORATION 


Section 15 would amend the statute providing grants to the States and Ter- 
ritories for wildlife restoration in order to remove references to the Territory 
of Alaska from the section relating to grants to the Territories. The amend- 
ments are perfecting only, since Alaska will necessarily be accorded the treat- 
ment of a State as a result of the Statehood Act. 


FISH RESTORATION 


Section 16 would amend the statute providing grants to the States and Terri- 
tories for fish restoration in order to remove references to the Territory of Alaska 
from the section relating to grants to the Territories. The amendments are 
perfecting only, since Alaska will necessarily be accorded the treatment of a 
State as a result of the Statehood Act. 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Section 17 provides amendments to the Federal Youth Corrections Act and 
to a 1958 statute relating to parole, which, under the terms of existing law, 
apply “in the continental United States other than Alaska.” When he United 
States District Court for the District of Alaska is established, pursuant to the 
Statehood Act, such laws should apply to the State. Subsection (c) provides 
that the application of the laws in question to Alaska will commence on that 
date. 

EDUCATION 


Section 18 provides certain amendments to the laws relating to education. 

Subsection (a), relating to the National Defense Education Act of 1958, amends 
section 108(a), section 302(a)(3), and section 1008 of the act (20 U.S.C.A., 
secs. 403(a), 442(a) (3) (B), and 588), so as to eliminate the special treatment 
of Alaska. The amendment to section 302(a) (3) would eliminate the exclusion 
of Alaska from the continental United States for purposes of determining the 
allocation of funds to States for acquisition of mathematics, science, or modern 
foreign-language equipment. The amendments to sections 103(a) and 1008 
would put Alaska on the same basis as the other States for purposes of alloca- 
tions of funds for the acquisition of such equipment, allocations of funds for 
State programs of expansion or improvement of public school supervisory serv- 
ices in mathematics, science, or modern foreign language, and allocations of 
funds for counseling and guidance and testing programs. 

Under section 43, these amendments would be effective in the case of allot- 
ments for acquisition of equipment based on allotment ratios which are promul- 
gated after per capita income data for Alaska for a full year are available from 
the Department of Commerce. They would be effective in the case of allotments 
for State programs of expansion or improvement of supervisory services, or for 
counseling and guidance and testing programs, for fiscal years beginning July 
1, 1959. 

Subsection (b), in paragraph (1), relating to vocational education, amends 
section 4 of the Smith-Hughes vocational education law. This section provides 
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for allotments to the States for teacher-training in agriculture, trades and in. 
dustries, and home economics, and includes an authorization of separate appro. 
priations for the $10,000 minimum allotment provided for the States for this 
purpose. The $90,000 authorized for the latter purpose would be insufficient to 
provide the minimum for Alaska as well as the other States, and hence it would 
be increased by the bill to $938,500. 

In order to qualify for funds allocated under this law for vocational edueg. 
tion in the field of agriculture, trades and industries, or home economies, g 
State must “have taken advantage of” an amount at least equal to the minima 
allotment for teacher-training in that field. In addition, the law requires at 
least 20 percent of a State’s allotment for teacher-training to be expended in 
each of the three fields and places a limitation of 60 percent of the teacher. 
training allotment on the amount which may be expended in any one of the 
three fields. These requirements and limitations would be made inapplicable 
to Alaska until the third fiscal year which begins after the enactment of the 
bill. Similar treatment was accorded the other States when the law was first 
enacted at which time they were given a 3-year grace period during which those 
provisions were not applicable. 

Subsection (b), in paragraphs (2) and (3), also amends the Vocational Edu- 
eation Act of 1946 to eliminate from the definitions of “State” and “States and 
Territories”, the specific mention of Alaska. These are purely technical amen@. 
ments. 

Subsection (c), relating to school construction assistance in federally-affected 
areas, amends paragraph (138) of section 15 of Public Law 815 (81st Cong.), as 
amended (20 U.S.C.A., sec. 645(15)), which defines the term “State”, The 
amendment would eliminate the specific reference to Alaska. This is a purely 
technical amendment. : 

Subsection (d), relating to school operation assistance in federally-affected 
areas, amends section 3(d) of Public Law 874 (81st Cong.). as amended (9 
U.S.C.A., see. 238(d)). This section of the law sets forth the method of deter. 
mining the local contribution rate used in computing the amount of the pay. 
ments to local school districts on account of federally-connected children at. 
tending their schools. The determination of the rate for the Territories, jp. 
cluding Alaska, is, however, separately provided for, with the Commissioner of 
Education authorized to make the determination consistent with the policies and 
principles provided for the determination of the rate in the case of school dis. 
tricts in other States. 

The amendments to this section of the law would eliminate the specific mep- 
tion of Alaska as one of the States to whom the specific provision applies, 
but would make the special provision applicable to any State in which a sub- 
stantial portion of the land is in unorganized territory for which a State agency 
is the local educational agency. This would include Alaska at the present 
time and probably for the next 15 or 20 years. It might conceivably include also 
other States, although this is not likely. Consequently, the amendments will 
not have any practical effect upon Alaska in the foreseeable future. These 
amendments would also specifically include Alaska in the continental United 
States for purposes of determining the average per-pupil expenditure therein, 
which is used, in turn, in determining the minimum local contribution rate. 

These amendments would, under section 43, be applicable beginning with the 
next fiscal year. 

Subsection (d)(4) of section 18 of the bill also amends paragraph (8) of 
section 9 of Public Law 874 which defines the term “State”. The amendment 
would eliminate the specific reference to Alaska. This is a purely technical 
amendment. 

IMPORTATION OF MILK AND CREAM 


Section 19 would make clear that the act of February 15, 1927, which regulates 
the importation of milk and cream into the continental United States, applies 
to Alaska. 

OPIUM POPPY CONTROL 


Section 20 would provide a perfecting amendment to the Opium Poppy Control 
Act of 1942. It would strike a now superfluous reference to the Territory of 
Alaska. 

HIGHWAYS 


Section 21 would provide for the assumption by the State of Alaska of the 
functions now performed by the other States in connection with the construc 
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tion and maintenance of roads. It would direct the Secretary of Commerce to 
transfer to Alaska without compensation, but subject to conditions which he 
may deem desirable, all of the real and personal property now held by the 
Bureau of Public Roads in connection with its current responsibilities in Alaska, 
except for such property as the Bureau will require in continuing to perform 
in Alaska, as elsewhere in the States, its usual Federal functions and functions 
for which the State may contract under section 40(c), and except for lands 
which must be retained for purposes other than or in addition to road purposes. 
It is intended that the date of transfer be July 1, 1959, if practicable, or as 
goon thereafter as would be practicable. Henceforth Alaska will be responsible 
for road maintenance, as it has not been in the past. However, Alaska would 
be able to utilize Federal-aid funds apportioned for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1960, and prior years, and unobligated on the date of passage of this act, 
for maintenance during fiscal years 1960, 1961, and 1962. To assist it in road 
construction, the section further provides for the extension to Alaska of the 
laws relating to Federal aid for highways on the same terms as are applicable 
to the other States. Citations within the section are keyed to Public Law 85-— 
767, approved August 27, 1958. 


INTERNAL REVENUE 


Section 22 contains amendments to the International Revenue Code of 1954 
All, except for that contained in subsection (b), are perfecting in nature, merely 
removing references to Alaska which are now superfluous. Subsection (b) re- 
lates to the definition of the phrase “continental United States” for purposes of 
the transportation tax. The explicit terms of existing law (i.e., the “continental 
United States” means “the existing 48 States and the District of Columbia’), 
excluded the Territory of Alaska, with the result that a partial exemption from 
the tax was permitted for trips between the Territory of Alaska and the States. 
The effect of the amendment contained in subsection (b) will be to accord to 
Alaska, as a State, the same treatment it received as a Territory, and thus to 
preserve a distinction between Alaska and the other States. The Treasury De- 
partment has concluded that it would be contrary to the intent of the Congress, 
as expressed in 1956, to remove this partial exemption. The exemption was 
inserted in the law in 1956 in recognition of the fact that Alaska (and Hawaii) 
were far removed from the States and that transportation between the States and 
those two Territories involved travel over the high seas and/or a foreign coun- 
try. When the exemption amendment was considered in the Senate, the possible 
effect of future statehood was discussed in a memorandum submitted by Senator 
Morse (Congressional Record, Mar. 29, 1956, p. 5212). His statement asserted 
that statehood should not change the exemption. On this basis, the Treasury 
Department considers that the partial exemption continues, notwithstanding 
Alaska’s admission to the Union. Enactment of subsection (b) would confirm 
that conclusion. 

COURTS 


Section 23, in subsection (a), amends the judicial code so that the Court of 
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit will be required to hold sessions in Anchorage 
annually. That court is now by law required to hold sessions each year in San 
Francisco, Los Angeles, Portland, and Seattle. Subsection (b) amends the 
judicial code to provide that the Federal District Court for the District of Alaska 
shall be held in Ketchikan. Subsection (c) would perpetuate the authority of 
the Attorney General to fix fees and allowances for witnesses in connection with 
the Federal court in Alaska. Current fees and allowances, established pursuant 
to 48 U.S.C. 25, are set forth at 28 CFR 21.3. Fees and allowances for witnesses 
in Federal courts, excluding Alaska, are set forth at 28 U.S.C. 1821. Under the 
provision of subsection (c) of this section of the bill, Alaska would continue to 
be excluded from section 1821 of title 28. Subsection (d), in effect, provides for 
the transfer to the State of moneys, derived from court fees and fines, held by 
the clerks of the District Court of the Territory. 


VOCATIONAT REF ABILITATION ACT 


Section 24 relates to vocational rehabilitation. 

Subsection (a) amends section 11(g) of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act. 
This section of the act defines the term “State.” The amendment would elimi- 
nate the specific reference to Alaska and is a technical amendment. 
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Subsection (b) amends subsections (h) and (i) of section 11 of 
tional Rehabilitation Act. These subsections define the terms 
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as is done in the case of other States. The amendments would also eliminate 
the exclusion of Alaska from the continental United States for PUrposes of 
determining the allotment percentages and Federal shares for the States 
Under section 43 of this bill, the above amendments would be applicable tp 
allotment percentages and Federal shares promulgated after there are avail. 
able per capita income data for Alaska for a full year from the Department of 
Commerce, and following a short transition period. 


GOLD RESERVE ACT 


Section 25 would remove a now obsolete reference to the Territory of Alaska 
contained in the Gold Reserve Act of 1934. 


SILVER PURCHASE ACT 


Section 26 would remove a now obsolete reference to the Territory of Alasks 
contained in the Silver Purchase Act of 1934. 


NATIONAL GUARD 


Section 27 would provide a perfecting amendment to the definition of “ery. 
tory” for purposes of title 32 of the United States Code, relating to the Nationa! 
Guard. 


WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


Section 28 provides certain amendments to the Water Pollution Control Ac. 

Subsection (a) of this section amends section 5(h) (1) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act. This section defines the term “Federal share” which jg 
used for determining the portion of the cost of the water pollution control pro- 
gram in each State which will be borne by the Federal Government. The 
amendments would eliminate the special treatment for Alaska so that Alaska 
would, for purposes of the definition, no longer be excluded from the continental 
United States and would have its Federal share determined, as in the cage 
of the other States, on the basis of its relative per capita income. 

Under section 43, these amendments would be effective for promulgations of 
the Federal shares made after per capita income data for Alaska for a ful! 
year are available from the Department of Commerce. 

Subsection (b) of this section of the bill amends section 11(d) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, which defines “State” to eliminate the special men 
tion of Alaska. This is a purely technical amendment. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Section 29(a) relates to the authority of the Veterans’ Administration under 
section 903 (b) of title 38 (Public Law 85-857), to transport the bodies of veterans 
who have died in VA facilities. Existing law provides that (a) when a death o 
curs in the continental United States, transportation may be provided to the 
place of burial in the United States; (b) when a death occurs in the continental 
United States, transportation may be provided to the place of burial within 
Alaska if the deceased was an Alaska resident and if he had been brought to the 
United States for VA hospital care; and (c) when a death occurs in a Terti- 
tory, Commonwealth, or possession, transportation may be provided to the place 
of burial within such Territory, Commonwealth, or possession. Under existing 
law therefore, no explicit provision is included for the transportation of de 
ceased veterans from Alaska to the other States, although the statute might 
reasonably be construed, as a consequence of Alaska’s admission, to permit this 
result. Similarly, there is no explicit provision for the transportation of de 
ceased veterans from the other States to Alaska, in the absence of a finding that 
the deceased was an Alaska resident brought to another State for care. Section 
29(a) of the proposed bill would make both of these results certain, and in 8 
doing would remove the statutory distinctions between Alaska and the other 
States. Subsection (b) is a perfecting amendment only. 
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FEDERAL PROPERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT 


Section 30 provides two perfecting amendments to the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act. The first would make clear that the term “conti- 
netnal United States” includes Alaska, and the second would remove an unnec- 
essary reference to Alaska in the definition of the term “State. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 


Section 31 provides certain amendments to the Public Health Service Act. 

Subsection (a) amends section 2(f) of the Public Health Service Act which 
defines the term “State” for purposes of the act. This is a purely technical 
amendment eliminating the specific inclusion of Alaska as a State. 

Subsection (b) would repeal section 371 of the Public Health Service Act re- 
lating to the Alaska mental health program. Section 371 authorizes grants to- 
taling $4 million for the fis ‘al years 1960 through 1967 for the administration of 
Alaska’s mental health program. The subsection also amends section 372 of such 
act, relating to the grant already made for the construction of a hospital and 
related facilities for the care of the mentally ill. The amendments to section 
$72 eliminate references to Alaska as a Territory. 

Subsection (c), relating to hospital and medical facilities construction, amends 
section 631(a) of the Public Health Service Act. This section describes the 
method of determining allotment percentages which are used in the allocation 
of the appropriations for hospital and medical facilities construction under title 
VI of the Public Health Service Act. They are also used in connection with 
determining the Federal share of the cost of construction. The amendments 
would eliminate the special treatment for Alaska so that Alaska would, for 
purposes of determining the allotment percentages, no longer be excluded from 
the continental United States and would have its percentage based, as in the 
case of the other States, on its relative per capita income. Its Federal share 
would also be determined in the manner provided for the other States. 

Under section 43, these amendments would be applicable in the case of pro- 
mulgations of allotment percentages and Federal shares made after per capita 
become data for Alaska for a full year are available from the Department of 
Commerce. ; 

Subsection (c) also amends section 631(d) of the Public Health Service Act, 
which defines the term “State,” to eliminate the specific reference to Alaska. 
This is a technical amendment. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


Section 32 provides certain amendments to the Social Security Act. 

Subsection (a), relating to public assistance, amends section 1101(a)(8) of 
the Social Security Act (20 U.S.C.A. 1301(A)(8)). This section defines the 
term “Federal percentage” which is used in determining the portion of the 
expenditures in each State for old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, 
aid to the blind, or aid to the permanently and totally disabled which will be 
borne by the Federal Government. The amendments would eliminate the special 
treatment for Alaska so that Alaska would, for purposes of the definition, no 
longer be excluded from the continental United States and would have the 
determination of its Federal percentage made, as in the case of the other States, 
on the basis of its relative per capita income. 

These amendments to section 1101(a)(8) of the Social Security Act would, 
under section 43 of the bill, be effective for promulgations of the Federal per- 
centages made after per capita income data for Alaska for a full year are avail- 
able from the Department of Commerce. 

Subsection (b), relating to child welfare services, amends section 524 of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.A. 724). This section defines the terms “‘allot- 
ment percentage” and ‘Federal share” for purposes of determining the alloca- 
tion of the appropriations for child welfare services under part 3 of title V of 
the Social Security Act among the States and the portion of the expenditures 
for this purpose in each State which will be borne by the Federal Government. 

The amendments would eliminate the special treatment for Alaska so that 
Alaska would, for purposes of the definitions, no longer be excluded from the 
continental United States and would have the determinations of its allotment 
percentage and its Federal share made, a8 in the case of the other States, on 
the basis of its relative per capita income. 


40242594 
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The amendments made by this subsection of the bill would, under see 
of the bill, be effective for promulgations of allotment percentag 
shares made after per capita income data for Alaska for a full ye 
from the Department of Commerce. 

Subsection (c), relating to old-age, survivors, and disability insurance amend 
the last sentence of section 202(i) of the Social Security Act. This section of the 
act provides for lump-sum payments in certain cases of death of an individual 
insured under the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance program. Th 
application for such payments must be filed within 2 years of the date of death, 
except that, in the case of the death outside of the 48 States and the District 
of Columbia of a member of the Armed Forces (including commissioned Officers 
of the Public Health Service and the Coast and Geodetic Survey) who is “Te. 
turned” to any of the 48 States, the District, or any U.S, Territory or 
possession for interment or reinterment, the 2-year period begins with such 
interment or reinterment. This special treatment would no longer be provided 
in the case of deaths in Alaska. It should be noted that the 2 years may be 
extended for as much as an additional 2 years if good cause for the failure to 
file within the initial 2-year period is shown. 

The subsection (c)(1) amendment would, under section 43 of the bil be 
effective in the case of deaths occurring on or after January 3, 1959. . 

Subsection (c) of the bill also amends subsections (h) and (i) of section 210 
of the Social Security Act which define “State” and ‘United States” for pur. 
poses of the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance program. These are 
purely technical amendments, eliminating the specific inclusion of Alaska ag a 
State, since this inclusion became automatic upon Alaska’s admission to the 
Union. 

Subsection (d) amends paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 1101(a) of the 
Social Security Act which define “State” and “United States” for purposes 
of the act. These are technical amendments. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 


Section 33 amends the law relating to the gratuitous distribution of copies of 
the Congressional Record. Existing law provides that the Governors of the 
States shall receive one copy in both daily and bound form, while the Governors 
of the Territories receive five in both daily and bound form. The amendment 
would strike the reference to Alaska in the latter provision so that the Governor 
of the new State would be accorded the treatment of a State Governor rather 
than a Territorial Governor. 

FEDERAL REGISTER 


Section 34 amends the Federal Register Act so that henceforth publication 
in the Federal Register of notice of hearing will be regarded as notice to persons 
residing in Alaska, as well as elsewhere in the mainland United States. Under 
circumstances described in the statute, such publication is, under exsting law, 
adequate with respect to residents of the continental United States excluding 
Alaska. The amendment would extend the provision to Alaska as well. 


ATRPORTS 


Section 35(a) would authorize and direct the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Agency to convey to the State of Alaska, without reimbursement, the 
airports at Anchorage and Fairbanks which were constructed and have been 
operated and maintained by the United States under the act of May 28, 1948. 
Subsection (b) would permit completion of certain FAA contracts following 
such conveyance. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE 

Section 36 would remove an unnecessary reference to Alaska in the section 
of the Universal Military Training and Service Act which defines the term 
“United States.” The amendment is perfecting only. 


REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS 


Section 37 amends the statute which requires the Director of the Office of 
Civil and Defense Mobilization to come into agreement with the Armed Services 
Committees of the Congress with respect to certain real property transactions. 
The amendment would merely remove a superfluous reference to Alaska. 
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RECREATION FACILITIES 


Section 38 relates to the statute which authorizes the Secretary of the In- 
terior to construct public recreation facilities in Alaska. As enacted in 1956, 
the law authorizes the appropriation of $100,000 each year for the 5 fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1961, for the construction and maintenance of such facilities, 
and provides for their transfer to Alaskan agencies or communities. The effect 
of the provision contained in section 38 is to terminate the existing authoriza- 
tion for appropriations and to substitute for it an authorization of funds for 
1 fiscal year only. Such funds could be expended only for the completion of 
rojects begun prior to June 30, 1959, but not completed by that date, and for 


ae maintenance of facilities constructed under the act pending their transfer 


to Alaska. 
AIRCRAFT LOAN GUARANTEES 


Section 39 would provide a perfecting amendment to the 1957 statute (set 
out as a note following 49 U.S.C., supp. V, sec. 425) which authorizes loans for 
the purchase of aircraft and equipment. 


TRANSITIONAL GRANTS 


Section 40 in subsection (a) authorizes the appropriation to the President 
of funds to be used for transitional grants to the State of Alaska for fiscal years 
1960 through 1964. A $10,500,000 grant is authorized for 1960, $6 million for 
1961 and for 1962, and $2,500,000 for 1963 and for 1964. The grants would not 
be earmarked and would be available as a general supplement to the financial 
resources of the State. The amounts appropriated for transitional grants would 
be offset to large extent by the elimination of appropriations for a number of 
activities which the Federal Government would have continued to finance in 
Alaska had it remained a Territory. Those include appropriations for capital 
improvements at Anchorage and Fairbanks airports; operation and maintenance 
of intermediate airports; special grants for mental and general health; and 
construction of recreational facilities. There was also taken into account the 
fact that Federal-aid highway funds allocated to Alaska after 1960 will not be 
available for road maintenace and that Alaska would receive revenues from 
the Federal airports transferred to it. 

Subsection (b) would allow the Governor of Alaska to request that a Federal 
agency continue to provide services and facilities in Alaska for a limited period, 
pending the taking over of such responsibilities by the State. In the event that 
the Governor’s request is approved, funds for the provision of the services or 
facilities by the Federal agency would be allocated to it from the grants appro- 
priated under subsection (a), and the grant Alaska receives for the pertinent 
fiseal year would be correspondingly reduced. 

Subsection (c) would authorize the head of a Federal agency, who has trans- 
ferred to the State of Alaska property or functions pursuant to either the State- 
hood Act, this bill, or another law, to contract with the State for the continued 
performance by his agency of functions authorized to be performed by it in 
Alaska preceding such transfer. The authority would expire June 30, 1964. The 
State would be required to reimburse the Federal agency for the functions per- 
formed by it under contract. 


TRANSFER OF PROPERTY 


Section 41 would authorize the President to give to the State of Alaska any 
property owned or held by the United States in Alaska and used in connection 
with functions performed by the Federal Government which have been taken 
over by the State. The authority would terminate July 1, 1964. 


CLAIMS COMMISSION 


Section 42 provides for the establishment, should the need arise, of a tem- 
porary three-member commission to hear and settle any dispute between the 
Federal Government and Alaska concerning the transfer of Federal property to 
the State. In both the Statehood Act (notably section 6(e)), and this bill (see 
sections 21, 35, and 41), provision is made for the transfer or conveyance of 
certain Federal property to Alaska. If the respective governments should not 
agree as to what property is comprehended by such sections, the President would 
be authorized to appoint a temporary commission to settle the dispute. The 
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commission would make no money settlements, but would merely decide 
jurisdiction is entitled to the disputed property. Members would re 
per day, would be reimbursed for travel, and would receive a per diem 
when away from their usual places of residence. 


> Which 
“Celve $50 
allowance 


EFFECTIVE DATES 


Section 43 contains the effective dates for the various amendments to the laws 
establishing the grant programs of the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. Most of these provisions have been discussed in relation to the sections 
amending the pertinent statutes. In addition, subsection (a) of this section 
provides that, where the statutory provisions amended require the allotment 
percentage, allotment ratio, Federal percentage, or Federal share to be based on 
per capita income data for a specified period, the determinations will be based 
prior to the time when data for the required period are available on data for the 
1-year or 2-year period for which such data are available. 


DEFINITION OF “CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES” 


Section 44 provides that, when the phrase “continental United States” is useq 
in Federal laws enacted after the date of enactment of this bill, the phrase shall 
mean the 49 States of the North American Continent and the District of 
Columbia. 


SEPARABILITY 

Section 45 provides a separability clause. 

Mr. O’Brien. May I ask the indulgence of the subcommittee and 
the witnesses for a moment. We have pending before this subcom- 
mittee a bill, H.R. 1868, by Mr. Moulder, the title of which is “grant- 
ing independence to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.” 

If there is no objection, the Chair would entertain a motion that 
the bill be reported to the full committee for tabling. 

Mr. Rivers. I will so move, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Brien. You have heard the motion. 

All those in favor say “aye.” 

Opposed “no.” 

It is so ordered. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. Harold Seidman, Assistant 
Chief, Office of Management and Organization, Bureau of the 
Budget. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD SEIDMAN, ASSISTANT CHIEF, OFFICE OF 
MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; 
ACCOMPANIED BY HOWARD SCHNOOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET; 
AND RUTH VAN CLEVE, ASSISTANT SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Sempman. Mr, Chairman, I am accompanied by Mr. Howard 
Schnoor, my associate in the Bureau of the Budget, and by Mrs. Ruth 
Van Cleve, Assistant Solicitor of the Department of the Interior, who 
was very generously loaned to the Bureau of the Budget by the De- 
partment, to assist us in drafting the Alaska omnibus bill. The repre- 
sentatives of the Department of Commerce and the Federal Aviation 
Agency will offer separate testimony on the sections of the bill dealing 
with airports and highways. Representatives of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare are present here today and will be 
available to answer any questions that may arise concerning the sec- 
tions of the bill concerning that agency. 
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Mr. O’Brien. I understand that the testimony you will give, and 
the bill itself, represents many months of work in the different. 
agencies of the ¢ rovernment : is that correct ? 

Mr. SemMan. That is correct. It represents, I would say, many 
months of work by the entire executive branch of the United States 
Government. It was a coordinated effort, which the Bureau of the 
Budget undertook at the expressed direction of the President. 

Mr. O’Brien. What we are attempting to do here is, obviously, 
without precedent in many respects, because we never before had 
admitted a State so large and with so many complex problems. We 
have problems which did not exist, also obviously, when the last States 
came in in 1912, such as airport problems and so forth. Is that 
correct 

Mr. SeipMan. We are dealing with a situation which, as you have 
indicated, is wholly unprecedented in terms of other States which 
have been admitted into the Union. 

Mr. O’Brien. Thank you. 

Mr. Semwman. I have a prepared statement and with your permis- 
sion, 1 would like to read the statement. 

Mr. O’Brien. You may proceed. 

Mr. Serpman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
pleased to appear before your committee in support of H.R. 6091, a 
bill “To amend certain laws of the United States in the light of the 
admission of the State of Alaska into the Union, and for other pur- 
poses,” and identical bills H.R. 6109 and H.R. 6112. 

The basic purpose of H.R. 6091 is to accomplish Alaska’s transition 
from a State by law to a State in fact. The proposed legislation is a 
tangible expression of our faith in Alaska’s future and our conviction 
that Alaskans possess both the desire and the capacity to assume the 
responsibilities of statehood and management of their own affairs. 

H.R. 6091 is designed to make those changes in Federal laws which 
have become necessary and desirable because of Alaska’s admission 
into the Union “on an equal footing with the other States in all 
respects whatever.” The President recommended in his 1960 budget 
message that, where necessary, changes should be made in Federal 
laws “to apply to Alaska the same general laws, rules, and policies 
as are applicable to other States.” The bill would (1) make Alaska 
eligible to participate in a number of Federal grant-in-aid programs 
on a comparable basis with the other States; (2) terminate certain 
special Federal programs in Alaska; (3) authorize various measures 
required to facilitate an orderly transition, including property trans- 
fers and transitional grants; (4) clarify the applicability of certain 
laws to Alaska; and (5) eliminate inappropriate references to the 
“Territory of Alaska” in Federal statutes. 

Alaska already participates in the majority of Federal grant-in- 
aid programs on the same basis as other States. However, there are a 
number of Federal grant-in-aid programs where Alaska is still ac- 
corded, as it was when a Territory, treatment different from that of 
other States. We believe that Alaska, as a full and equal member of 
the Union, should not receive more or less favorable treatment than 
other States under these programs. The bill, therefore, would amend 
pertinent laws providing Federal assistance for national defense edu- 
cation, vocational education, school construction and operation in 
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federally affected areas, highway construction, vocational rehabilit 

tion, water pollution control, hospital and medical facilities construe. 
tion, old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, aid to the blind 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled, and child welfare seryiog 
to bring Alaska under the apportionment and matching formyla 
applicable to all other States as soon as possible. Since the fiscal 
year 1960 apportionments have already been made, Alaska would 
not participate in the Federal aid highway program on 4 
equal basis until fiscal year 1961. Transitional provisions have beep 
included in the proposed amendments to the Smith-Hughes Ac 

which authorizes grants for vocational education, and the Vocatiaad 
Rehabilitation Act so as to minimize the effects of any program ad. 
justments which may be required during the transitional period, Spe. 
cial Federal grants to Alaska for general and mental health and eop. 
struction of recreation facilities would be terminated, but the amounts 
which Alaska would have received under these programs are included 
in the proposed transitional grants authorized by section 40(a) of 
the bill. 

While the bill provides that Alaska, as a State, shall be accorded 
equal treatment under Federal grant-in-aid programs, it would ¢op. 
tinue a limited number of statutory provisions which permit Federal 
agencies to take into account unusual economic and other factors in 
conducting their programs in Alaska. These provisions are wholly 
unrelated to Alaska’s previous status as a Territory and do not affect 
Federal-State relationships. Section 19 of the bill, for example, 
would retain provisions of the National Housing Act which recognize 
that construction costs in Alaska substantially exceed, I might indi- 


cate here that substantially is by approximately 100 percent, those | 


in other States by authorizing increased dollar limitations for Fed- 
eral home mortgage insurance. These provisions confer no special 
benefits on the State of Alaska, but they do enable individual Alaskans 
to take advantage of the Federal housing programs. 

Alaska presents many unique and difficult problems not previously 
encountered when new States were admitted into the Union. Transi- 
tional problems are greatly complicated by the fact that the Federal 
Government has chosen directly to perform functions in Alaska which 
normally have been delegated to territorial and local governments. 


- 


The Federal Government has constructed and maintained highways, , 


operated commercial airports, administered justice, and provided a 
number of other services and facilities in Alaska which are elsewhere 
furnished by local government agencies. The State of Alaska ob- 
viously will never be master in its own house as long as the Federal 
Government continues to control major programs and policies which 
properly are matters for State determination. For this reason, the 
President recommended in his 1960 budget message that, in the long 
run interest. of both the State and the Nation, “the Federal Govern 
ment should not continue special programs in Alaska which, in other 
States, are the responsibility of State and local governments or of 
private enterprise.” pile 
H.R. 6091, in section 21, would transfer to Alaska responsibility for 
State highway functions which have been exercised by the Bureat 
of Public Roads, and, in section 35, would transfer to Alaska the 
Anchorage and Fairbanks Airports. Transfer of intermediate at 
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rts would be accomplished under authority of the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944, as amended. Transfer from a system of Federal courts 
toa State court system is provided by section 18 of the Alaska State- 
hood Act, and transfer of game management functions is covered in 
section 6 of the Statehood Act. 

We are fully aware that Alaska will require help, both in the form 
of financial assistance and facilities and equipment, if the State is to 
assume responsibility for local government functions now performed 
by the Federal Government in a prompt and orderly manner. | 

Some time necessarily will elapse before Alaska can either increase 
its revenues derived from existing sources or benefit fully from the 
revenues to be derived from public lands and other resources to be 
made available to the State by the Statehood Act. Even if the State’s 
financial resources were adequate, it would be wasteful and imprac- 
tical for the Federal Government to continue direct operations while 
the State at the same time was attempting independently to staff 
and equip a duplicate organization capable of taking over the Federal 

ctions. 

Otho President has recommended, therefore, that “the Federal Gov- 
ernment should provide such financial assistance as is necessary to 
facilitate transfer to the State of such programs as highway construc- 
tion and maintenance, airport operations, and public health services.” 
In accordance with the President’s recommendation, section 40(a) of 
the bill would authorize the payment of transitional grants to the 
State of Alaska in an amount of $10.5 million for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1960; the sum of $6 million for each of the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1961, and June 30, 1962; and the sum of $2.5 million 
for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1963, and June 30, 1964. 
The transitional grants would be unearmarked and available as a 
general supplement to the State’s financial resources. In addition, to 
assist the State in establishing its court system, section 23(d) would 
transfer to the State any outstanding balances in the accounts of the 
clerks of the territorial courts at such time as the Federal District 
Court for Alaska is established. 

Section 41 would authorize the President to transfer Federal prop- 
erty and equipment to the State in any case where the State assumes 
responsibility for functions formerly performed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. In the event of differences between the Federal Govern- 
ment and Alaska concerning property transfers, the President could, 
as provided by section 42, appoint a temporary three-member com- 
mission to hear and settle disputes. Officers or employees of the 
United States or the State of Alaska would not be eligible for appoint- 
ment as members of the Claims Commission. 

In arriving at the recommended amounts of transitional grants, 
thorough study and consideration were given to the following factors: 
(1) costs of administering services and maintaining and operating 
facilities to be transferred by the Federal Government to the State of 
Alaska; (2) Federal funds which would have been spent for the fore- 
going services and facilities, or otherwise would have been available 
to Alaska, if it had remained a Territory; (3) Federal funds which 
could be obtained by the State under the provisions of grant-in-aid 
programs now applicable, or to be made applicable, to Alaska: (4) 
revenues which will be received by Alaska from Federal airports to 
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be transferred to the State; and (5) Alaska’s ability to finance the 
transferred functions without impairment of essential services. 

The present costs of these services and facilities to the Federal Goy. 
ernment are reflected by the following items which have been elim. 
inated from the 1960 budget because of Alaska’s changed Status: 
Capital improvements Anchorage and Fairbanks airports; operation 
and maintenance Alaska intermediate airports; mental health orant: 
general health grant; and grant for recreational facilities, The 
amount of appropriations for the above activities, less the revenues 
of the Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Alaska intermediate airports which 
are now paid into miscellaneous receipts, would have totaled $6,261,009 
in 1960. To this amount there must be added a sum of $4 million in 
Federal funds which previously has been spent—and this is an annual 
amount—for highway maintenance in Alaska, but which will cease 
to be available for this purpose after 1960 when Alaska is brought 
under Federal aid highway program on a comparable basis with 
other States. It should be noted that the proposed amount of the 
transitional grant for 1960, $10.5 million, is slightly in excess of the 
$10,261,000 which would have been the net expenditures by the Fed. 
eral Government for these programs if Alaska had remained q 
Territory. 

The total of transitional grants, however, by no means reflects the 
full amount of Federal financial assistance which will be available 
to the new State. The transitional grants would be unearmarked go 
that the State would have the flexibility to utilize the funds as it 
deemed best in the light of its own needs and could, if it so desired, use 
the grants, or an equivalent amount of money, for matching purposes 
under Federal grant-in-aid programs. For example, the Federal 
Government has taken into account the desirability of extending the 
runways at both the Anchorage and Fairbanks airports, which are to 
be transferred to the State under the provisions of section 35, to meet 
the needs of the jet age. In estimating the amount of the transitional 
grant for 1960, $4.5 million was included for capital improvements at 
the Anchorage and Fairbanks airports with the expectation that some 
or all of this sum would be used for matching purposes under the 
Federal Aid airport program. Thus, the State could have a total 
construction program of $12 million, more than enough to extend the 
runways at both Anchorage and Fairbanks, by matching the $45 
million with $7.5 million in Federal airport grants. 

Alaskans have assured the Congress that Alaska would be willing 
and able to assume added costs of statehood that are now being borne 
by the Federal Government. We have every confidence that the new 
State will be able at the end of the 5-year transitional period to 
absorb these added costs without undue strain on the State’s financial 
resources. Our best estimates indicate that by the end of the tran- 
sitional period the anticipated increase in State tax revenues from 
Pribilof Island receipts, proceeds from public lands sold by the United 
States, mineral leases, and lands selected by the State pursuant to the 
provisions of the Statehood Act, should more than suflice to meet the 
costs of essential State services, including those assumed from the 
Federal Government. 

Adequate safeguards are provided by the bill to assure that there 
will be no interruption or impairment of services now provided by the 
Federal Government during the transitional period. Under sub- 
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sections (b) and (c) of section 40, Alaska could choose between re- 
ceiving the entire transitional grant and administering the transferred 
programs directly or by contract with a F ederal agency, or requesting 
that a portion be allocated by the President to finance continued Fed- 
eral operations for an interim period. ' 

As a consequence of Alaska’s changed status, it has been found 
necessary to make certain amendments relating to the Federal judi- 
ciary. Section 23(a) would require the Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit to hold sessions in Anchorage annually, as well as in 
San Francisco, Los Angeles, Portland and Seattle. Section 23(b) 
would add Ketchikan to the other Alaskan cities in which the United 
States District Court for the District of Alaska shall hold sessions. 
Section 23(c) would preserve the Attorney General’s authority to 
take into account higher costs in Alaska in fixing witness’ and mar- 
shals’ fees. 

H.R. 6091 would extend the applicability of certain Federal laws 
to Alaska. ‘These include the Sugar Act, a portion of the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 not hitherto applicable to certain Alaskan com- 

anies, the Federal Youth Corrections Act, certain provisions relat- 
ing to parole, the act of June 8, 1940, for protection of bald eagles, a 
statute relating to the transportation of bodies of veterans who have 
died in Veterans’ Administration facilities, and section 29 of the 
Federal Register Act relating to notice of hearings. 

The bill would also amend the Statehood Act to clarify Federal 
jurisdiction over public domain lands; provide for the termination 
of certain “Territorial laws” administered by Federal agencies; clarify 
the applicability to Alaska of the statute regarding the importation 
of milk and cream and the nonapplicability of the Federal tax on 
transportation; and provide a definition to be applicable in the future 
of the term “continental United States.” 

Mr. Chairman, Congressman Rivers had called our attention to a 
problem with respect to the Defense Base Act. The Defense Base 
Act provides workmen’s compensation protection to employees of 
private employers working outside the continental United States 
in defense has areas and to employees of Federal contractors em- 
ployed outside the continental United States upon public works in 
the Territories and Alaska and foreign countries. The War Hazards 
Act provides benefits related to war hazards, to be paid by the Fed- 
eral Government, primarily for employees covered by the Defense 
Base Act. 

On January 14, 1959, the Alaska Industrial Board announced that 
it would apply the Alaska Workmen’s Compensation Act in the 
Federal domain in Alaska, effective January 3, 1959, the date of 
statehood, under the act of June 25, 1936 (49 Stat. 1938), permitting 
such State action. A potential workmen’s compensation liability ex- 
ists, therefore, respecting employers of workers on Federal property 
in Alaska under both the Defense Base Act and the Alaska Workmen’s 
Compensation Act. 

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to place Alaska on the 
same basis as any other State and to avoid any possibility of dual 
liability under these two acts. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like permission to have included in the 
record the proposed amendment together with an explanation. 


Mr. O’Brien. Without objection it is so ordered. 
40242595 
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(Document referred to follows :) 


AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET FOR INCLUSION Iy 
ALASKA OMNIBUS ACT oe 


DEFENSE BASE ACT 


Sec. —. (a) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of section 1(a) of the D 
Act, as amended (55 Stat. 622; 42 U.S.C. 1651, et seq.), are amended bean 
out “Alaska ;” in the parenthetical phrase in each paragraph. iking 

(b) Paragraph (6) of section 1(a) of that Act is amended by striking out “ 
in Alaska or the Canal Zone”. : 

(c) Section 1(b) of that Act is amended by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3), inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon, and adding the followin 
paragraph: “(4) the term ‘continental United States’ means the States and th 
District of Columbia.” , 


WAR HAZARDS COMPENSATION ACT 


Sec. —. (a) Paragraphs (2), (3), and (5) of section 101(a) of the War Hay. 
ards Compensation Act, as amended (56 Stat. 1028; 42 U.S.C. 1701, et seq.), are 
amended by striking out ‘‘or in Alaska or the Canal Zone”’. ] 

(b) Section 104 of that Act is amended by adding the following new Subsec- 
tion at the end thereof: “(c) The provisions of this section shall not apply 
with respect to benefits on account of any injury or death occurring within any 
State.” : 

(c) Section 201 of that Act is amended by adding the following new subsec. 
tion at the end thereof: “(f) The term ‘continental United States’ means the 
States and the District of Columbia.” 


EFFECTIVE DATES 


Add at the end of the above entitled section (Section 43) of the “Alaska Omni. 
bus Act” the following new subsection (g) : 

“(g¢) The amendments in section — and — shall take effect when enacted: 
Provided, however, That with respect to injuries or deaths occurring on or 
after January 3, 1959, and prior to the effective date of these amendments, 
claims filed by employees engaged in the State of Alaska in any of the employ. 
ments covered by the Defense Base Act (and their dependents) may be adjuédi- 
eated under the Workmen’s Compensation Act of Alaska instead of the Defense 
Base Act.” 

Sections 7, 8, 9, 11, 15, 16, 20, 25, 26, 27, 30, 33, 36, 37, and 39 of the 
bill are essentially technical and perfecting in nature and either elimi- 
nate inappropriate references to Alaska or make other language 
changes which are considered appropriate because of Alaska’s changed 
status. 

The President on July 18, 1958, directed that the Bureau of the 
Budget, with the cooperation of the interested departments and 
agencies, undertake a careful study of the effects of Alaska statehood 
and develop a systematic and coordinated program for effecting the 
transition. The proposals reflected in H.R. 6091 represent the results 
of intensive study and analysis by the executive branch agencies con- 
cerned and discussions with representatives of the State of Alaska. 
We believe sincerely that the program which we have presented is 
sound and workable and will facilitate greatly Alaska’s transition to 
full statehood. ' ; 

The Bureau of the Budget urges early and favorable consideration 
of H.R. 6091, since its enactment is required to assure continuity of 
essential public services in Alaska and to provide for the orderly 
transition of Alaska from territorial status to statehood. 
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Mr. Semwman. Mr. Chairman, that concludes my formal statement 
and if you desire, I would proceed with a summary of the major pro- 
visions of the bill, or await questioning, whichever you prefer. 

Mr. O’Brien. I think, perhaps, it would be desirable to go over 
the major provisions of the bill to make the record clear. 

Before you do that, I want to say that I think you and the entire 
executive branch of the Government should be complimented on work- 
ing out this very complicated problem. _ 

I think it is an excellent job. And while there may be amendments 
necessary, because when you start chasing around our laws to see 
which are affected and to what degree by this changed status to a 
State certainly, you run across many things, I do feel you have an- 
swered in very great measure the problem many of us are going to 
face when we get to the floor. Certain people who were opposed to 
statehood are going to say we told you so. I think you have made 
it very clear why it is necessary to have this transitional help. I 
think you have also made very, very clear when we carry Alaska 
through this transitional period, not only will Alaska zoom along 
on its own, but what we place at their disposal now will be invested 
to the good of the United States. 

So, you may proceed. 

Mr. Serpoman. As I indicated in my prepared statement, certain 
provisions of the bill are purely technical and perfecting. They 
either eliminate the use of the words, “Territory of Alaska” or inap- 
propriate references. We endeavored to pick up as many of these 
statutes as we could. We are not sure we have them all. In fact, 
some agencies did not feel it important enough to amend the language 
in case of their own statutes, or, perhaps, they were seeking general 
amendments before other committees and were making the changes 
in those bills. However, I think we have a large proportion of these 
particular types of provisions covered in our bill. 

I might just call attention, briefly, to what these sections are by 
name: Section 7 on the National Bank Act; section 8, Federal Re- 
serve Act; section 9, Home Loan Bank Board; section 11, Coast 
Guard; section 15, wildlife restoration; section 29, opium poppy 
control; section 25, Gold Reserve Act; section 26, Silver Purchase Act; 
section 27, National Guard ; section 30, Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act; section 33, Congressional Record; section 36, 
Selective Service Act; section 37, real property transactions; section 
39, aircraft loan guarantees. 

These are all technical amendments which make no substantive 
changes in the law whatsoever. 

The first amendment of significance in the bill would be in section 
2, relating to Federal jurisdiction, which amends section 4 of the 
Statehood Act. 

The purpose of section 4 of the Statehood Act, it would appear 
from legislative history, was much the same as similar provisions 
found in earlier statehood acts. It had what seemed to us a twofold 
purpose: One, a disclaimer by the State of Alaska to any claim to 
parts of the public domain which are not ceded or granted to the 


State by the Act; two, to establish absolute Federal jurisdiction over 
Indian and native lands. 
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I think this is made clear, for example, in the enabling act for 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, Washington (25 Stat, 676) 
which provided in pertinent part as follows: ' 

That people inhabiting said proposed States do agree and declare that they 
forever disclaim all right and title to the unappropriated public lands lying with- 
in the boundaries thereof, and to all lands lying within said limits, owneg oy 
held by any Indian or Indian tribe, and that until the title thereto shal have 
been extinguished by the United States the same shall be and remain Subject to 
the disposition of the United States and said Indian lands shall remain under 
the absolute jurisdiction and control of the Congress of the United States, 

The way that section 4 of the Alaska Statehood Act is worded it js 
subject to the construction that it placed not only Indian lands, by 
all of the public domain under absolute Federal jurisdiction, which 
apparently was not the legislative intent. The purpose of oy 
amendment is to clarify the language to make clear that absolute 
Federal jurisdiction is only retained over the Indian land or native 
lands or trust lands and that the Federal interest in the rest of the 
public domain will be a proprietorial interest. This is of great im- 
portance because if absolute Federal jurisdiction is asserted over al] 
of the public domain land, it would raise some question. Even 
though there is a difference of opinion, I would say, among lawyers 
as to whether absolute jurisdiction and exclusive jurisdiction are 
synonymous, it certainly would raise a question as to the applicability 
of State laws within the public domain. : 

So, we feel this is a rather important amendment to the Statehood 
Act. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Seidman, at that point, is there anything in this 
bill, especially section 42 which provides for your three-man commis. 
sion to hear and settle disputes, to determine the aboriginal and pos- 
sessory rights of the Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts in Alaska. 

Mr. Semman. None whatsoever. As indicated in section 42, the 
section relates to the transfers of physical properties between the Fed- 
eral Government and Alaska under 6(e) of the Statehood Act that 
relates to game management functions, or under the Alaska omnibus 
bill. This only is concerned with transfers of property between 
the Federal Government and the State of Alaska, which are neces 
sary because the Federal Government is terminating or curtailing a 
function and the State of Alaska is going to assume a function. It 
will certainly have no affect whatsoever on native rights to land. 

Mr. Saytor. That has been, as you know, a very, very controversial 
problem before this committee and I was wondering whether or not 
that was in the back of the minds of the people who drew up this bill, 
that. we were going to try to settle this complex problem by this three 
man commission. 


Mr. Serpman. I can assure you, Mr. Saylor, that was not the intent. 


Mr. Saytor. I just like to make sure we get that in the report in 
case some lawyer starts a suit and a court comes along and says 
whether you intended it or not, that is what you are doing. One 
of the big problems this committee will have, as far as the new State 
of Alaska is concerned, is to determine the rights of these people i 
Alaska. 

Mr. Seman. That is right. This, of course, was not settled by 
the Statehood Act and was left for future disposition, and we cer 
tainly have no intention, in this bill, to raise that problem. 
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Mr. Saytor. Thank you. ; 

Mr. Seripman. Are there any questions on section 2 ¢ 

Mr. O’Brien. You mean Fi 8 9 nen 

Mr. Sermpman. About the Federal jurisdiction problem, 

Mr. O’Brien. Are there any questions concerning section 2? 

Mr. Hater. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Brten. Mr. Haley. ; : 

Mr. Hater. The gentleman was discussing section 2 as it appears 
on the first page of 60914 

Mr. SemMan. Yes. 

Mr. Hatry. I believe your statement is that this amendment—of 
course, I am surprised that we have here within just a few months 
after passage of the Alaska statehood bill, a bill consisting of 31 
pages to correct some of the things that appear in the Alaska State 
original bill. I thought that bill was such a fine bill and would prob- 
ably never need any additional corrections or anything else. I 
thought that was the last word in statehood bills. 

What I want to ask—— 

Mr. Sartor. It was for Alaska. 

Mr. Harry. Yes, I know. Probably we could have straightened 
out a few of these things, if some of the men had not been sold so 
well on the proposition that this was such a good bill that it needed 
no amendments. 

What you are talking about in section 2 only pertains to the lands 
held for the Aleuts and the Indians, is that correct ? 

Mr. Seipman. No. The effect of the amendment applies only to 
the public domain land owned by the United States, other than native 
lands of the Aleuts and Indians. Under the provisions of the State- 
hood Act, it appears that the language can be construed to apply 
absolute Federal jurisdiction not only to the native lands, but would 
apply to all the Federal public domain. This amendment would con- 
fine the absolute jurisdiction to the native lands. 

Mr. Harry. What I want to say is this. Let me put it this way: 
Your proposed amendment, or the language in this bill would still 
leave the native lands belonging to or set aside for the Indians and 
Aleuts under the complete control of the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Serpman. That is correct. 

Mr. Harry. That is all. 

Mr. O’Brten. Are there further questions? 

Mr. Saytor. I have some questions, but not section by section. 

Mr. O’Brien. Not on section 2? 

Mr. Sartor. No; but with regard to his general statement, I have 
a few questions I would like to ask. 

_Mr. O’Brren. I think that might be desirable as long as the ques- 
tions have to do with the general statement. 

Mr. Serpman. Any way you desire to proceed, sir. 

Mr. Sayror. At the bottom of page 1 and top of page 2, you list 





the five purposes of the bill. Can you tell us what special programs 
with regard to Alaska will be terminated ? , 

Mr. Seman. The special programs for Alaska that will be termi- 
nated are the Alaska special grants for mental health, the special grant 
for general health, the program which authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct. recreational facilities in Alaska, and the pro- 
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gram for operation of airports in Alaska, the special program With 
respect to highways where they are under a special provision. Ag You 
will recall, the Department of Commerce performs the functions jp 
Alaska normally performed by a State highway department. 

Mr. Sartor. Then number 4, where you say you intend to clarify the 
application of certain laws to Alaska, it is not the purpose of this 
bill to give special treatment to the new State of Alaska; it it? 

Mr. Serpman. No. The purpose of the bill is to give the State of 
Alaska equality of treatment. However, it does. T will say, preserve in 
a few minor things, laws which do not affect Federal-State relation. 
ships, but recognize certain economic factors in Alaska in the ad- 
ministration of a Federal program. 

Mr. Harey. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Harry. Would it also have any bearing on the scale of pay 
and the 25 percent you get in Alaska over the grade of pay to the 
peonle of the States? 

Mr. Sermpman. No, Mr. Congressman. All matters relating to Fed. 
eral nersonnel in Alaska and cost of living differential and fringe 
benefits are being handled separately and are under separate study, 
and separate legislation will be presented some time in the future 
on that. 

Mr. Hater. The matter of 25 percent differential in pay is handled 
administrativewide, is that correct ? 

Mr. Sermpman. No, sir; it is handled by law up to 25 percent, but 
that statute has been interpreted by the Civil Service Commission, 
and the General Accounting Office, to remain applicable to Alaska 
until the Congress determines otherwise. There is nothing here that 
would affect that. We are currently studying the whole problem of 
fringe benefits and cost of living differentials which has been compli- 
cated by Hawaii being now in prospect as a State. 

Mr. Harey. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. Hater. I do not want to belabor this matter, but there was so 
much testimony about brineine the new States in as equal nartners, 
it comes somewhat as a little bit of a surprise to me that, inasmuch 
as you want them on equal terms. that now we would be placed in the 
situation here of paying not only a 25 percent additional amount of 
salary in Hawaii and Alaska. but also that that would be exempt from 
Federal income tax. This bill, you say, will do nothing to change 
that sitnation. 

Mr. Serpman. The other problem is under current study and con- 
sideration. I do not want to hazard what the answers are going to 
be. 

Mr. Haney. T hope the departments involved down there will study 
the matter very carefully and finally come up with the pronosition 
that regardless of where a man is serving in the United States, he 
should not have any additional comnensation. As a matter of fact, 
right, here in the District of Columbia, the cost of living is probably 
as high as anywhere else in the Nation. 

Mr. Srrmman. I think on this noint. I would make clear for the 
record, while it is not covered in the bill, the position the administra 
tion has taken is the ceiling ought to be taken off the 25 percent differ- 
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ential, because the cost of living in Alaska, in certain of the cities at 
least, exceeds that in the District of Columbia by over 60 percent. 
So, I think it is a factor that has to be taken into consideration. 

Mr. Sartor. One of the bills on which our chairman, Mr. O’Brien 
took a great deal of castigation was the bill providing for the care of 
the mentally incompetent of Alaske - We did a lot of work on that 
bill. We set up a program of transition from complete Federal sup- 
port of the mentally incompetent, handling them on the west coast 
in Oregon, and we established a hospital in Alaska and made pro- 
vision for taking care of them in Alaska. Is this provision which 
you have referred to on page 3 an attempt to terminate the provisions 
of that bill before the provision of the bill itself calls for it? 

Mr. Seipman. No. As far as the construction of the mental health 
institution, Mr. Saylor, the appropriations have already been made 
for that purpose. That act has been executed. There was, in addi- 
tion. an authorization for a grant program to Alaska to assist it in 
developing its mental health facilities and training which would have 
extended up to 1967. This program would be terminated, but the 
amounts of money that Alaska would have received under that pro- 
gram will be given to them and taken into account on the transitional 
grant. So, the full amount which would have been authorized, under 
the mental health program, is included, but not as a separate program. 

Mr. Sartor. Not included as a separate item ? 

Mr. SzeipMaNn. That is right. 

Mr. Saytor. Is there any change in the provision that the Federal 
Government will remain responsible for those citizens of Alaska who 
are now in the hospital in Oregon ¢ 

Mrs. Van Creve. I believe, Mr. Saylor, the Territory of Alaska 
assumed responsibility for those people at the time of the transfer of 
the functions, and that would be perpetuated. So, there is no change 
in that situation. 

Mr. O’Brren. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. O’Brien. If Alaska had remained a Territory a great many of 
these expenditures which are contemplated in this bill would have 
been made by the Federal Government in that event, is that correct ? 

Mr. Semman. That is absolutely correct. In fact, almost all of 
them. 

Mr. O’Brien. When we are speaking dollarwise, we are not speak- 

ing of a new figure on top of what it has been costing the Federal 
Government in the past, this is a substitute in most respects for 
what the Federal Government was spending on the Territory. 
_ Mr. Sempman. The difference between the net Federal expenditures 
in 1960 for Alaska, if it had been a Territory and what is provided 
under the transitional grants is somewhere in the neighborhood of 
about $200,000. . 

Mr. O’Brren. I am glad you made that point. 

Mr. Sartor. Then the provision in the Housing Act which recog- 
nizes the factor you referred toa little while ago of the increased costs 
in Alaska, is still maintained under this bill, is that correct ? 

Mr. Semman. That is correct? And I think I should add: This 
gives no special benefits to the State. In the administration of the act, 
the Federal Housing Commissioner must maintain all standards of 
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insurability and construction standards. I think it is worth puttin 
in the record what these differences are. I think we have precedent 
in various acts where we not only authorize flexibility and make dif. 
ferences between States, but within areas within States on the basis 
of economic or other differences. 

It is usually under a general provision. If you had a general proyj. 
sion authorizing it in any State where costs exceeded those in the 
general average by 100 percent, it would be applicable to Alaska 

For example, from the figures we have obtained from the Hoys. 
ing and Home Finance Agency on property values on new homes— 
this is in 1957, the last year we have the figures—the median property 
value for all of the States as a whole is $14,261. For Alaska, it is 
$30,125. That is more than 100 percent higher. And the next highest 
State is in the neighborhood of $16,000. So, there is a tremendous 
discrepancy. If you did not retain this, we felt it would really result 
in an inequality for individuals living in Alaska. 

Mr. Sartor. Then on page 4, I think this is a clarifying statement, 
but I want to make sure. You state that the transfer of the Federal 
courts and State courts is already provided for in the Statehood Act, 

Mr. Seman. That is correct. 

_ Mr. Sayror. And the transfer of the game management functions 
is covered by section 6. 

Mr. Semman. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. There is nothing in this act that is intended to inter- 
fere with the authority of the Alaska Legislature to adopt appropriate 
game laws and, if they meet the requirements, to permit the Seere- 
tary of the Interior to then turn over the management of fish and 
game to the new State of Alaska, is that correct ? 

Mr. Serpman. That is correct. There is nothing in this act that 
relates to that, Mr. Saylor. The only thing in this act which is of 
some significance is our section dealing with property transfers which 
would permit some greater flexibility in transferring property to the 
State of Alaska, which is used for the conservation of the fish and 
wildlife resources. The language of 6(e) of the Statehood Act av- 
thorizing property transfers is quite restrictive. 

Mr. Saytor. Then the grants which you refer to on page 5 are 
not new grants to the State of Alaska, they are merely consolidating 
the present grants to the Territory and outlining the period for which 
they shall be made. 

Mr. Serpman. It does two things, Mr. Saylor: It consolidates the 
grants formerly available, plus the Federal appropriations for those 
operations which the Federal Government formerly carried on in 
Alaska, the special programs which will be transferred to the State. 
I would say that at the end of the 5-year period, this is going to 
save the Government some money. 

We were not looking at it from that point of view, but it is true 
as the State assumes the functions at the end of the 5-year period the 
cost will no longer be borne by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Sartor. And this is to take away from the Federal Government 
the control of those functions and to turn the sum of money over to 
the new State of Alaska without specifically earmarking it? 


Mr. SermpMan. That is correct. We felt that the State should have | 


the right to make the judgment. The Federal Government should 


stop, when it is a State, making the decisions for the new State. 
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Mr. Saytor. Then the other question I have with regard to courts: 
You have not extended any jurisdiction of any court, you merely pro- 
vide where the court shall sit in Alaska; is that correct? 

Mr. Sempman. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. I want to commend you, Mr. Seidman, and the people 
who worked under you, because while this may not be a perfect 
bill—no piece of legislation is perfect—at least, you have done a 
tremendous job in the light of the act Congress passed last year 
admitting Alaska to statehood. I think, if we take prompt action 
on this bill, it will help greatly the new State to better assume its 
position in the sisterhood of States. ‘ 

Mr. Serpman. Thank you very much. I want to make clear this 
is a total effort by the entire executive branch of the Government 
and many people were involved in working and developing the bill. 
Mr. O’Brien. The gentleman from Alaska? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Brien. The gentleman from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. Harry. I will be happy to yield to the gentleman from Alaska. 
might say to the people from Alaska out there, he is making you 
a very good Representative and I am happy to have him with us. 

Mr. Rivers. ‘My first comment is to thank my distinguished col- 
league from Florida for those remarks and to join with the chairman 
in commending you, Mr. Seidman, for spearheading the work on this 
bill, and other members of the executive for the very complete and 
conscientious job that has been done. 

I want to refer to the last three lines on page 7 of your statement 
in which you say in estimating the amount of the airport transitional 
grant for fiscal 1960 at $414 million, that you contemplated that as 
being pertinent to capital improvements at the Anchorage and Fair- 
banks airports. 

I would like to ask, does that $414 million include a capital en- 
largement which would consist of extending the runways of the two 
international airports at Anchorage and Fairbanks? 

Mr. Serpman. That is correct. It was in full contemplation that 
the runways of both airports would be extended if the State’s desire 
was it should be. We are giving Alaska the financial capacity to do 
that. 

Mr. Rivers. The idea was to bring the airstrips abreast of the jet 
age and jet transportation ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Seman. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. And you were cognizant of the fact foreign carriers 
are now landing at those airports in connection with intercontinental 
transportation ? 

Mr. Serpman. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. But that $414 million did not contemplate any money 
to be turned over to the new State for expanding the passenger ter- 
minal facilities did it ? 

Mr. Sempman. No. We did not contemplate that because the Fed- 
eral Aid Airport Act passenger facilities are not eligible under that. 
act for Federal assistance. 

However, if the State wanted to take part of the transitional grant 
and use that for constructing terminal facilities, there is nothing in 
this act that would prevent them from doing it. They could not use 


matching funds for that purpose under Federal aid to airports. 
40242596 


— 
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Mr. Rivers. What I am trying to bring out, now that Alask 
State, it will be primarily responsible for expanding the 
terminal facilities ? 

Mr. SremMan. Th: at is correct. As you know, economically terminal 
facilities make money, so there should not be any major proble 
financing the additions required for terminal facilities, 

Mr. Rivers. I also want to refer to the second paragraph on page 
8, in which you say that you have been assured that Alaska would be 
willing and able to assume the added costs of statehood that are 
being borne by the Federal Government. 

Mr. SeripMAn. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. The second paragraph on page 8. Is it not a fact, Mr. 
Seidman, that the Federal Government has a fixed determination to 
get out of the civil airport business in Alaska and to put Alaska on 
an equal footing in virtually every respect / 

Mr. Srmipman. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. And that that determination that we were definitely 
put on an equal footing was arrived at by the present administration, 
by the President, and by the Bureau of the Budget before Alaskans 
were consulted / 

Mr. Seman. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. But you have found we have concurred with you 
largely along that line. 

Mr. SripMANn. Yes. Of course, we discussed this with Governor 
Egan, when we went to Alaska, and others. I will say there, of 
course, they did not have a chance then, in view of the time limitation, 
to make a thorough study of the situation, but it was discussed with 
them. 

Mr. Rivers. But you are also aware that certain people in Alaska 
have objected to our having to take over these airports on such short 
notice; 1s that correct / 

Mr. Seman. That is correct. And we have met with the repre- 
sentatives of the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce and others, and 
at the last meeting, I think, they were reasonably satistied that this 
was a workable arrangement. 

Mr. Rivers. But nevertheless, Alaska, then, has no alternative but 
to proceed along the lines set forth in this omnibus bill: is that cor- 
rect ? 

Mr. Seman. That is correct. Of course, the one alternative 
Alaskans would have under the provisions of this bill, if they did not 
want to immediately assume responsibility for the Anchorage and 
Fairbanks airports, would be to ask the President, under the authori ity 
provided in 40 (b), to continue direct Federal operations and to allo- 

‘ate from transitional grants for financing. This would be most dis- 
advantageous, in my view, for the State, because two things would 
happen. 

ne, the revenues of these airports, which have generally exceeded 
the appropriations which Congress has made for the ; airports, would 
go into miscellaneous receipts, so they would lose about $1.1 million 
as a result. 

Secondly, if you directly allocate, then the money could not be used 
for matching under the Federal aid airport program; so they would 
not have sufficient funds to go ahead with the capital improvements 


required. 
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Although they could do this—the option is given to the State to 
request the President to continue direct Federal operation for an 
interim period—in my view it would be most disadvantageous for the 
State to do this. 

[ might explain a little how the use of the grant money for match- 
ing purposes works, because it would not be direct. 

The grant is unearmarked and goes into the general treasury of 

Alaska, thereby releasing an equivalent amount of State funds to 
be used for matching purposes. You would not take the Federal 
orant money directly for matching purposes. 
* Mr. Rivers. I am glad you brought that out. In other words, the 
Federal Government does not want any chaotic conditions to arise 
on the transfer of these airports from the Federal Government to the 
State; isthat right / 

Mr. Sempman. We have tried to write into the bill every precaution 
we could to avoid any disruption or impairment of service during the 
transfer. 

Mr. Rivers. Should the State not be ready with its organization 
and arrangements to take over certain of these facilities the Federal 
Government would continue operations, upon the request of the Gov- 
ernor of Alaska, and these Federal agencies would be paid out of 
some of this transitional grant money ¢ 

Mr. SeipMaAn. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. So, the more money we spend out of these transitional 
grants having Federal agencies continue the operation of these pro- 
grams, the less money we are going to have left out of the Federal 
grants at such time we do take over / 
~ Mr. Sempman. That is absolutely right. 

Mr. Rivers. You probably considered that that arrangement is an 
incentive for Alaska to get busy and take over as soon as possible ? 

Mr. SeripMAn. That is correct, Mr. Rivers. I might point out an- 
other feature of the bill. 

There is no real reason why they should not take over as quickly as 
possible because they can contract with the Federal agency to con- 
tinue the actual operation. The Federal agency then would be act- 
ing as an agent for the State and would be reimbursed by the 
State for the service. This would permit the gradual assumption by 
the State of responsibility for the direct operations and avoid any 
impairment of the services. 

Mr. Rivers. On the last paragraph of page 10, you speak about 
early and favorable consideration of this bill, H.R. 6091. I would 
ask you if July 1 next is not the target date for the State to take over 
these programs ? 

Mr. Seipman. That is correct. This is a matter of great urgency 
because there is no money in the 1960 budget for either the health 
programs or the airport operations, or these other functions which 
are covered by the provisions in this bill. So, the only financing will 
be through the transitional grant device. 

Mr. Rivers. And the appropriations would be, we hope, brought 
out affirmatively, pursuant to this bill. 

Mr. Seman. In other words, we have two stages: We have to have 
this bill enacted as authorization and then obtain the appropriations 
for the very essential services in Alaska. 
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Mr. Rivers. I yield back. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Hatey. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Saytor. I would like to make this observation to my good 
colleague from Alaska. Some of the folks in Alaska who disagreed 
with certain provisions of this bill have written to me. I take the 
position that there were some people in Alaska that did not wap; 
statehood. We had a majority vote and the majority won. I think 
this bill is designed to help the majority of the people that live in the 
new State of Alaska. I do not know how we are ever going to get any 
bill that is going to satisfy everybody on everything. I think that 
this bill will go a long way toward helping the people of Alaska to do 
a real job as a new State. I would recommend that this bill be enacted 
following the example that our chairman, Mr. O’Brien, and myself 
took with the Virgin Islands. We took an awful lot of criticism from 
a dissident group down there, but just last week we were privile 
to have that same group come back up here after they had lived with 
the Virgin Islands Act for a few years, and admit finally, it is the best 
thing that ever happened since the United States bought them in 1917, 
I think this bill will do the same thing for Alaska. 

Mr. Rivers. I thank my colleague for those comments. 

Mr. O’Brien. Are there any further questions ? 


Mr. Hazy. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has been operating on | 


my time. I havea few questions. 

On page 5 of the report, you set forth the amounts that would bk 
authorized. Am I correct that those figures total $2714 million? 

Mr. Sempman. That is correct. 

Mr. Hatey. You also stated in your remarks that the difference be- 
tween the amounts that would come from the Treasury of the United 
States to Alaska in these funds is only approximately $200,000? 

Mr. Szrpman. Slightly over $200,000; that is correct. 

Mr. Hatey. That is over a 5-year period of time? 

Mr. Sempman. No, that is the first year. 

Mr. Hauer. The first year. 

Mr. Szmpman. It would run roughly—I do not have it right here— 
for example in 1961 the difference would be about $250,000. It runs 
about the same. 

Mr. Hatzy. About the same ? 

Mr. Sempman. Yes. 

Mr, Hatsy. How many agencies of the Federal Government, if you 
know, would be taken over Ge the State of Alaska ? 

Mr. Seman. I think I can—not agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment, but I think functions. 

Mr. Hater. Functions of agencies. : 

Mr. Szmman. There will be the Anchorage and Fairbanks Airports 
and then some 17 intermediate and primary airports. There will be 
approximately, all together, 19 airports. The functions of construct- 
ing and maintaining highways, other than those in forest highways, 
which are now performed by the Bureau of Public Roads in Alaska. 
The functions of law enforcement which has always been performed 
by the Federal Government. The prison functions, the judiciary, 
functions under fish and game management in Alaska are included. 
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The other programs covered here are the recreational facilities, 
which were constructed by the Department of the Interior, and turned 
over to the Territory previously. This program will be terminated. 
The functions of constructing recreational facilities would go over 
tothe new State. 

Mr. Rivers. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Haney. Yes. : 

Mr. Rivers. You intend to include some special health programs, 
do you not ? — : 

Mr. Seman. That is right. However, the money will go to the 
State. The Public Health Service provided assistance to the State, 
and will continue to do so. I will ask the Public Health Service 
representative. 

Mr. Nasu. Robert Nash of the Public Health Service. The first 

nts that would be terminated by the omnibus bill is one that is 
currently $638,000, which is granted to Alaska, administered by 
Alaska, not administered by the Federal Government. The other 
grant, Alaska mental health —- — carrying out inte- 
grated mental health program, including inpatient care, is also 
nted to, and administered by the Alaska Department of Health. 

o, there is no transfer of functions as between the Federal Govern- 
ment and the State. 

Mr. Sempman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rivers. By the termination of these former Federal appro- 
priations ? 

Mr. Nasu. That is correct. 

Mr. Sempman. I was not certain what the relationship was here. 

Mr. Harry. So, the making of these grants to the State of Alaska, 
should then in 5 years bring about a substantial reduction in per- 
sonnel of these various agencies. 

Mr. Szemman. That is correct, Mr. Haley, and we have already 
eliminated these items elsewhere in the Federal budget. They do 
not appear there. 

Mr. Hazy. In regard to the building of roads, if I understand 
the situation, Alaska had no proposed construction of roads under 
our National Federal Highway Act. Is that substantially correct? 

Mr. Semman. Alaska did not come under the provisions of the 
Federal Aid Highway Act until 1956, and then under a special for- 
mula, where only one-third of the land area was included for appor- 
tioning funds under that act. On the other hand, Alaska had the 
authority to use funds for maintenance which was not an authority 
available to other States. 

Under the provisions of the Alaska omnibus bill, Alaska will be 
brought under the Federal aid highway program on the same basis 
as any other State. Funds will not be available for maintenance, but 
the full land area will be included. 

Mr. Hatey. Let me ask you this, then: If Alaska is brought under 
the Federal Highway Act, it will be necessary, later on, or now, to 
increase the 41,000 miles of Federal highways, would it not? 

Mr. Szmman. I think there will be separate testimony from the 
Department of Commerce on the highway program. This would be 
on the interstate program, as to whether they would have to add 
additional mileage. I would prefer they would answer that question. 
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Mr. Hatey. All right. Getting back to the construction of roads 
will Alaska be penalized, you might say, under the proposed act, where 
she could not participate in any highway funds? 

Mr. Semman. I do not think you can say they are penalized, ‘Ty 
the extent they do not receive funds under the Interstate System 
they will not be in as favorable a position as other States which have 
received funds under the Interstate System. That is as I understanq 
it, and I would rather clarify that all of the money has been allocated 
for the Interstate System, or the miles have been allocated, 

Mr. Harry. One of the great arguments for statehood for Alaska 
was its vital role that it might play in our defense system, and ings. 
much as the Federal Highway Act principally was created becays 
we wanted to build highways, certainly we should not now leave 
Alaska completely out in the cold. If it is necessary to build road 
for national defense, then I think that Alaska certainly should be 
given some consideration in that respect. Do you agree with that! 

Mr. Srerpman. That is correct. Certain highways were built jp 
Alaska for defense purposes, many of them by the former Alaska Road 
Commission. There is nothing in our bill which would, in any way, 
discriminate against Alaska. It would provide for full coverage fop 
Alaska under the provisions of the bill. To the extent, they are ap- 

i. ¢ P . "01 1 : : . 
plicable and to the extent funds are available, Alaska will receive the 
full benefits available to any other State under the Federal aid to high- 
way program. 

Mr. O’Brien. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Harry. Yes. 

Mr. O’Brien. I might say we had a little gentlemen’s agreement 
when our former colleague, Mr. Allen arrived that Mr. Seidman 
would suspend, if we had not concluded and have Mr. Allen testify, 
I think that might fit in with the line of questioning you have been 
engaged in, Mr. Haley, because our witness, at this point, will be 
Hon. John J. Allen, Jr., Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans- 
portation, and he is accompanied by Mr. Ellis Armstrong, Commis. 
sioner of Public Roads, and Mr. Frank C. Turner, Deputy Commis. 
sioner of Public Roads. 

Mr. Harry. May Lask one additional question of Mr. Seidman? 

Mr. O’Brren. Surely. 

Mr. Harry. It is my understanding that in the judicial setup for 
Alaska you have no Federal judge, you are in the ninth judicial cir- 
cuit, is that right ? 

Mr. Seripman. There is no Federal judge at the moment. There 
will be. When the President issues an Executive order, there will 
be a single Federal District Court for Alaska. At the present. time, 
you have the Territorial courts still in operation. 

Mr. Harry. When that is accomplished, then you will have a Fed- 
eral judge sitting in Alaska and it would not be necessary for him to 
come back to Seattle and so forth. 

Mr. Seman. That is right. 

Mr. Harry. Alaska will be a separate judicial circuit where the 
judge will sit in Alaska. 

Mr. Seripman. Not circuit but district. The ninth circuit does not 
sit in Alaska now. Under this bill, they have to hold session in the 
State of Alaska. In the present situation, you almost deprive people 
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of the right of appeal because they would have to carry appeal down 
io San Francisco or Seattle. é kaw’ 

Mr. Hatery. That is the point of my next question. This court 
would sit in Anchorage. 

Mr. O’Brien. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Serpman. I assume you will want to have me return. 

Mr. O’Brien. What is the feeling of the committee? We were 
ging to take Mr. Seidman through the sectional analysis, but I think 
masking him about his statement, we got into a great many of those 
sectional points. 

Mr. Seipman. I will be here, Mr. Chairman, and plan to sit through 
the session. So, any time you want to call me back for further ques- 
tioning, I will be available. 

Mr. O’Brien. Thank you very much. 

We have a very special warm welcome for Hon. John Allen. For 
many vears he was a member of the House and chairman of the great 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and former member 
of this committee. You are very welcome. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. ALLEN, JR., UNDER SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, ACCOMPANIED BY ELLIS 
ARMSTRONG, COMMISSION OF PUBLIC ROADS; AND FRANK C. 
TURNER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which I 
would like to read into the record. 

I am pleased to appear before you for the purpose of discussing the 
portions of H.R. 6091 which relate to the activities of the Department 
of Commerce in the State of Alaska. 

Since enactment of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, when the 
Department of Commerce acquired the functions and property of the 
former Alaska Road Commission from the Department of the In- 
terior, the Bureau of Public Roads has performed highway functions 
mm Alaska which are normally performed by the State highway de- 
partment. H.R. 6091 is designed to permit the State of Alaska to 
assume these functions in an orderly manner, and to accomplish the 
transition without interruption of or interference with the road pro- 
gram. The Department believes that H.R. 6091 is necessary and de- 
sirable legislation, and strongly urges its enactment. 

Section 21 of the bill, relating to highways, would provide for as- 
sumption by the State of Alaska of the same functions now performed 
by all other States in connection with the construction and mainte- 
nance of roads. It would direct the Secretary of Commerce to trans- 
fer to the State of Alaska by appropriate conveyance, and without 
compensation, the majority of the real and personal property now 
held by the Bureau of Public Roads in connection with its current 
responsibilities in Alaska, 


_ Property which would not be so transferred to the State would 
include that property, real or personal, which the Bureau of Public 
Roads will require in continuing to perform in Alaska, as elsewhere 
in other States, its usual Federal functions and responsibilities, such 
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as those in connection with the forest highway program, road work 
in national parks and monuments, and the administration of th 
Federal aid program itself. Also excepted from the required transfer 
would be those lands and interests in lands which the Secretary of 
Commerce or the head of any other Federal agency may determine 
are needed for continued retention in Federal ownership for purposes 
other than or in addition to road purposes. 

The Bureau of Public Roads would complete any existing contracts 
it has previously entered into in connection with its activities jp 


Alaska. This provision will aid an orderly continuation of highway | 


operations. 

The bill would repeal or amend those portions of existing law which 
provide for Federa] aid for highways in Alaska under conditions 
varying from those applicable to other States. These provisions first 
appeared in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956. They permit q 
matching ratio of approximately 91 percent Federal to 9 percent 
State on all projects, and the use of Federal aid funds for maintenance 
of highways and Federal aid participation in ferry construction and 
operation. 

The State of Alaska would be made responsible under the bill for 
the maintenance of the roads which would be transferred to it. This 
will be in line with road functions performed by all other States, 


Federal aid funds apportioned to Alaska under existing law for fiscal | 


year 1960 and prior fiscal years, which are unobligated on the date 
of enactment of the bill, may continue to be used under its terms for 
maintenance of highways on the Federal aid systems in Alaska. 
Section 40 of the bill, providing for transitional grants, is also of 
importance to the function of the Bureau of Public Roads. Under 
subsection (a) of that section, transitional] grants could be made by 
the President to the State of Alaska in order to assist the State in ac- 


complishing the transition from Territorial status to statehood. This | 


eae in addition to that permitting the State to use certain 
ederal aid funds already apportioned to it for maintenance, will 
enable the essential highway activities, including maintenance, to be 
continued without interruption. 

The Governor of Alaska could submit to the President. under sub- 
section (b) of section 40, a request that a Federal agency continue to 
provide services or facilities in Alaska for an interim period until 
such services or facilities are provided by the State, but this interim 
period could not extend beyond June 30, 1964. The President could 
allocate the funds necessary to finance the provision of such services 
or facilities from the grants authorized under this section. 

A Federal agency, such as the Bureau of Public Roads, could also 
perform services for Alaska in another way under subsection (c) of 
this section. After the transfer to the State of Alaska of any prop- 


~ 


erty or function of the Federal Government and until June 30, 1964, 


the head of the Federal agency having administrative jurisdiction 
over such property prior to its transfer could contract. with the State 
of Alaska for the performance of some or all of the functions it has 
performed prior to such transfer. Alaska would be required to re- 
imburse the agency for the services performed. 
The Bureau of Public Roads, therefore, could operate under either 


subsection (b) or subsection (c) of section 40 of the bill in performing | 


services for the State. 


| 
| 
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The Department of Commerce will carefully plan its operations in 
connection with the proposed transition so that there will be a mini- 
mum of disruption to the highway program in Alaska and to the 
functions which the Bureau of Public Roads will continue to perform 
in Alaska after the transition period. For example, the forest high- 
way program 1n Alaska will continue under the direct administration 
of the Bureau. The forest highway system in Alaska includes about 
400 miles of roads on which approximately $214 million is expended 
annually. The Bureau of Public Roads also directly supervises the 
construction of major roads within Mount McKinley National Park. 
While about $500,000 annually is now being programed for these 
roads, the long-range program of the National Park Service con- 
templates expenditure of somewhat larger sums in the near future. 

We will, of course, prepare an inventory of all property, real and 
personal, now owned or administered by the Department in Alaska. 

We also will prepare an appropriate form of conveyance covering 
all the properties which are to be transferred to the State. This 
document will be all-inclusive and supported by such detailed listings, 
together with appropriate reference to maps and other exhibits as to 
fully cover all property to be transferred. The Bureau of Public 
Roads is already working toward these objectives. The bill does not 
specify a date for the proposed transfer of highway functions to the 
new State of Alaska. We are aware that it is desirable that such 
transfer be made as expeditiously as possible, but this will be a matter 
for negotiation with the State. 

It will be necessary to develop fiscal and other procedures neces- 
sary to administer operations under section 40 of the bill whereby 
the Bureau of Public Roads may perform services for the State, 
whether the Bureau performs those services directly or on a reim- 
bursable basis under a contractual arrangement with Alaska. With 
respect to contracts for construction, the Bureau could either (1) 
award the contract and make payments thereunder from funds made 
available to it by Alaska, or (2) prepare the contract for award by 
Alaska with the Bureau supervising the work until completion. The 
latter arrangement would be similar to that now existing between the 
Bureau and the National Park Service relative to park roads and 
parkways. 

Public Roads is now furnishing services from some of its equip- 
ment depots and other facilities to other Federal agencies. Arrange- 
ments should be made with Alaska to continue such services as may 
be desirable. Arrangements should also be made for the use by Alaska 
of sources of material on Federal lands which are now available 
to Public Roads for use in highway construction. We anticipate 
that other problems and details such as these may arise in the course 
of the transition period. 

H.R. 6091 has been exhaustively reviewed and studied, and the 
Department believes it provides a good, workable method of trans- 
ferring road activities to the State. You may be assured that we will 
cooperate in every possible way toward an orderly transition in the 
transfer of functions to the new State. The Bureau of Public Roads 
will assist the State in assuming its new responsibilities with the ob- 
jective that within the transition period provided for under H.R. 
6091, Alaska’s highway program in every respect will become com- 
parable with those of other States. 
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Mr. Ellis L. Armstrong, Commissioner of Public Roads, and mem 
bers of his staff are here with me today. We will be very happy to oa 
swer any questions which you may have with respect to the provisions 
of the bill and their effect upon the Department of Commerce and 
upon the State of Alaska. 

Mr. O’Brien. I thank you for the committee and myself, Mr. Allen 
I would like to say, as I said to Mr. Seidman, you have done a lot 
of homework. 

The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Harry. I might say, you made a very fine statement here and 
it indicates the Department has done their homework. I would ]ike 
to propound the same question to Mr. Allen that I propounded to the 
previous witness. In view of the fact that all of the mileage of the 
interstate Federal highway system has been allocated, or approxi- 
mately all of it, is it going to be necessary for the Congress to enact 
additional legislation to give Alaska the benefit of that program? 

Mr. Auten. My understanding of the situation is that all mileage 
has been enacted and as to any additional mileage, whether in Alaska 
or elsewhere, additional congressional action is required. 

Mr. Harry. Your department would certainly recommend that such 
action be taken; would it not ? 

Mr. Auten. I would rather reserve that question until we see what 
action is requested and consider the problem when we know what it is 

Mr. Harry. Suppose Alaska needs 1,000 miles of additional road, 
That would not be out of line, would it, in view of the fact we already 
have in the 41,000 miles approximately 1,000 miles per State. Alaska 
being at least one of the larger States in area, it would not be out of 
line that an additional 1,000 miles be added to that program; would 
it? 

Mr. Auten. I would have the offhand opinion that no criterion of 
that sort would be applied. It would seem to me if there were cities 
in Alaska that should be connected up with population centers in the 
cities that would be comparable to the similar situations in the other 
States, then we would consider a mileage that would connect un the 
cities. A thousand miles of highways, say in the State of Rhode 
Tsland, might be under a different criterion than 1,000 in the State of 
Alaska or Texas. So. I think we would have to consider the problem 
to be met and the mileage that would be involved to meet it. 

Mr. Harry. The gentleman certainly has not only done his home- 
work, he is also well versed in answering questions before a committee. 

Of course, I do think the committee knows my position on the 
Alaska statehood bill. Inasmuch as you have them in here, I think 
in all fairness they should immediately, or as soon as possible, be 
brought into this highway program. In the first place, I would like 
to go up there myself and I would like to go by car and see some of 
the sites. 

T think in fairness, there should be legislation introduced to give 
them a reasonable amount of participation in that program. Since 
they have come into the Union as a State, they are going to be pay- 
ing. of course, their proportionate share of the additional taxes levied 
and certainly they should not be completely cut out of this program. 


Mr. Auten. I would agree entirely that there should be no dis- 


crimination for or against Alaska. 
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Mr. O’Brien. I would like to say at this point, the gentleman’s 
position on statehood has been well known for both Alaska and 
Hawaii. I was impressed during the fight—I think that is the only 
word to use—along the way by his efforts, in spite of his opposition, 
to make sure if we were to report out a bill, it would be the best 

ible bill. I think his attitude here this morning is along that same 
line. He opposed statehood, but he also believes if we are going to 
have a bill, we have a good bill. I think that is the opinion of all 
of the members of this committee with regard to the gentleman from 
Florida. : 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Allen, probably completely unexpectedly, you 
have opened up for me a whole Pandora’s box. I may ask you some 
questions I have been trying to get the answers to for a long time. 
It has to do with page 4 of your statement. It says the forest high- 
way program in Alaska will continue under the direct administration 
of the Bureau. 

First, I would like to find out how the Bureau of Public Roads 
has direct administration of the highway program in Alaska. 

Mr. Atuen. May I ask that be fielded by Mr. Armstrong? 

Mr. Armstronc. Through, of course, the Forest Service. We act 
as the engineering agent for the Forest Service. That is we will and 
we do. 

Mr. Sartor. Does this apply to all of the national forests? 

Mr. Armstronec. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you have this same agreement with the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture ? 

Mr. Armstrrone. Generally, that is true. I think there may be one 
or two exceptions. That is the general approach we have with all of 
the States on national forests in each State. 

Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. This applies to the forest highway program and not 
to the so-called forest access program we talk about in relation to ac- 
cess to timber areas. You do not have any supervision over the forest 
access program ? 

Mr. Armstronc. In some instances, where we have been requested 
to do the engineering work, we act as agent for the Forest Service. 

Mr. Utiman. But, generally speaking, the Forest Service itself does 
its own engineering on those access roads; do they not? 

Mr. ArmstronG. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Utiman. The forest highways program has to do with the 
public highways, major transportation lines that cross through our 
national forests; is that not correct? 

Mr. Armstronc. That is generally correct: yes. 

Mr. Utiman. The national forest highway program is distin- 
guished from the access program which is an access into the forest 
areas? 

Mr. Armstrona. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. I will be happy to yield. 

_ Mr. Rivers. I think what the gentleman from Pennsylvania is get- 
ting at is that Alaska had a Federal agency, known as the Alaska Road 
ommission, building roads and maintaining roads throughout the 
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general public domain in Alaska outside of the reserved areas and th 
forest reserve. The Bureau of Public Roads, 2 or 3 years ago ies 
managed to fall heir to the duties of the Alaska Road Commission, 
when it went out of existence and its functions were absorbed by 
the Bureau of Public Roads, and that is how the Bureau of Publi 
Roads got to building roads all over Alaska. After this transition 
takes place, the Bureau of Public Roads will no longer have to do with 
the public domain, but will be carrying on only within the foreg 
areas; is that correct ? : 

Mr. Armstronc. With a program very similar to what we haye 
in all of the other States. 

Mr. Sayror. Mr. Armstrong, my next question has to do with 
supervising and construction of roads within the Mount McKinley 
National Park. I want to know how the Department of Com. 
merce gets into that picture ? 

Mr. Armstronc. We act as agent for the Park Service on the 
designing and building of roads. 

Mr. Sartor. That has been my understanding, but just a few days 
ago, we had the Director of the Park Service, sit right down there 
and say you did not. I am trying to find out who knows what he js 
talking about. 

Mr. Armstrronc. Well, we do act as the engineering agent for the 
Park Service in our national park areas. It is on request and agree. 
ment with the Park Service. 

Mr. Sartor. Who decides where the road is going to go? 

Mr. ArmstroneG. That is generally the realm of responsibility of the 
Park Service, and then after that is determined, where the roads 
should go and when they should be built, and so on, we act as the 
engineering agent to follow through with design and construction. 

Mr. Saytor. Does the Director of the Park Service have any veto 
power over you, or what is the set up / 

Mr. Armstrone. I would say that we work under their direction, 
They have the funds and control of the funds, so I would say that 
they would be the ones to determine where the roads are to be built and 
when. Then, it is a matter of working out with them the details of the 
design, and then we award the contract and supervise the construe- 
tion, as the agent for the Park Service. 

Mr. Saytor. Is this arrangement between the Bureau of Public 
Roads and the Park Service and also the Department of Agriculture 
by contract between the agencies ? 

Mr. Armstrone. We have working agreements with them that cover 
this arrangement, yes. 

Mr. Saytor. Has anybody reduced it to writing ? 

Mr. Armsrrone. Yes, each project is on the basis of an agreement. 

Mr. Sartor. Is there any master plan you have to go by, any master 
agreement this thing follows? 

Mr. Armstrrona. Yes, we have a general one. We have a master 
agreement that covers the general overall aspects of the whole 
program. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. I want to 
talk to you after this meeting is over. Maybe I have gotten on to 
something I have been looking for a long time. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
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Mr. O’Brien. I might say, perhaps, some members of the committee 
are curious as to why this committee has jurisdiction over this bill, 
when obviously, it contains matters which might go before the Public 
Works Committee, Military Affairs, Agriculture, and so forth. I 
think it was the view of the speaker, because of the scattered material 
in the bill, that this subcommittee, which had jurisdiction for so many 

ears over the affairs of the then Territory of Alaska, should handle 
it, otherwise we would have chaos and certainly could not meet that 
July 1 deadline about which Mr. Rivers is so concerned. 

Mr. Ullman ? 

Mr. Uttman. No questions. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mrs. Simpson ? 

Mrs. Stimpson. No questions. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Burdick? 

Mr. Burvicx. I want to say I got a great deal of value out of the 
comments and observations made by the gentleman from Alaska. I 
appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Allen, apparently, you have satisfied all of us. 
In view of the fact it is now nearly noon, and Mr. Seidman is sort of 
standing by to testify further at any point in the hearings, if the 
committee so desires, I think we will adjourn until tomorrow morn- 
ing at 9:45, when the witnesses will be the Honorable Hugh J. Wade, 
Secretary of State from Alaska, and General Ellwood R. Quesada, 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. 

Mr. Rivers will submit a statement at that time. 

I am very hopeful we can conclude the hearings tomorrow and that 
we can mark up the bill not later than the 21st of May or earlier, if 
we can get some more committee time, because we, too, are conscious 
of that July 1 deadline. The meeting is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m. the committee was recessed to recon- 
vene at 9:45 a.m., Tuesday, May 5, 1959.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 5, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 

SuBsCOMMITTEE ON TERRITORIAL AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 

CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Leo W. 
O’Brien, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. O’Brien. The Subcommittee on Territorial and Insular Affairs 
will be in order. 

Before hearing further testimony, we have several communications 
here: One from the Chief Judge of the United States Court of 
Appeals of the Ninth Circuit, opposing provisions of subsections (a) 
and (b) of section 23 of H.R. 6091. 

Apparently, the members of that particular court are somewhat 
concerned about the travel problems up to Alaska. The letter from 
the chief judge will be inserted in the record. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

We have a communication from Charles H. Callison, conservation 
director of the National Wildlife Federation, which endorses and rec- 
ommends approval, by the committee, of H.R. 6091, particularly 
those sections dealing with extending to Alaska the Soil Bank Act, 
the Bald Eagle Protection Act, the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restora- 
tion Act, Federal Aid in Fish Restoration, and the Water Pollution 
Control Act. 

Without objection, that will be made a part of the record. 

(Documents referred to follow :) 


U.S. Court or APPEALS, NINTH CrIRcUIT, 
San Francisco, Calif., April 28, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. ASPINALL: As chief judge of this court and presiding officer of 
the Judicial Council of the Ninth Circuit I am writing to you as chairman of 
the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs to make known our views 
on the provisions of subsections (a) and (b) of section 23 of H.R. 6091. 

The members of this court who constitute its judicial council are very much 
opposed to those subdivisions, particularly subdivision (a), as it would impose 
a heavy and wholly unwarranted burden upon this already overburdened court. 

Our reasons for opposing these provisions are explained in my letters to 
Mr. Warren Olney III, dated April 14 and April 22, 1959. Copies of this letter 
and copies of the letters to Mr. Olney are enclosed for the use of the other 
authors of the bill. 

Sincerely, 
WALTER L. POPE. 
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U.S Court or AppEaLs, NINTH Circurr 
San Francisco, Calif., April 14, 1959 
Mr. WARREN OLNEy III, : : 
Director, Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, Supreme Court Buildin 
Washington, D.C. 9, 

Dear Mr. OLNEY: Judge Maris was very kind to send to me his letter of Aprj 
4, 1959, addressed to you and dealing with the provisions of section 23 of a i 
H.R. 6091, introduced by Congressman Aspinall. This is the bil] dealing with 
certain matters relating to the State of Alaska, including the courts that 
provided for, or referred to in the Alaska Statehood Act. -_ 

Notwithstanding Judge Maris seems to give his approval to subsections ( 

‘ <aeti "< ‘ ; y 7% 
and (b) of that section 23, I really think they will not stand analysis = 
I venture to say that after our Judicial Council meets on April 20, you will be 
getting some formal communications with respect to these proposals, 

If I may say so, I think the amendment to title 28, section 48 proposed in 
subdivision (a) of that section is about as silly as anything I have seen in 
a long time. Of course I realize the enthusiasm of the Representative of q 
brand new State, but the whole thing will not stand analysis. 

As you know, this court, consistently with the legislation, sits in the larger 
centers of population within the circuit. We have suitable quarters for that 
purpose not only in San Francisco, but in Los Angeles, Seattle, and Portland, 
To add Anchorage as a place where this court is required to hold sessions js 
really something. 

The 1958 population of Alaska is 215,000; the population of the next smallest 
State, Nevada, is 267,000, as of 1957, and it is rapidly growing. Nobody ever 
dreams of having this court hold sessions in Nevada. In addition we have 
Arizona with 1,136,000, and very rapidly growing, Montana with 666,000 (a 
State where the legal business in Federal courts is increasing), and in addi- 
tion there is Idaho, with about the population of Montana. 

To consider ordering us to go to Anchorage when we would not think of 
holding court in any of those other, more populous States, is the height of 
absurdity. Of course, heretofore, this court has had a fair number of cases 
from Alaska, because we have handled everything. We have acted as the Su- 
preme Court of Alaska. 

When the Federal court is set up there, there will be practically no business 
coming to this court from Alaska if the experience of the past 10 years is 
followed in the future. 

I hope that you will make such notes as will lead you to indicate your doubt 
as to the validity of this proposed amendment, if and when the committees call 
upon you to appear before them with respect to this proposed legislation. 

With respect to subsection (b) which would require the new District Court 
for the District of Alaska to sit at Ketchikan as well as the other places where 
court has been held in the past, I think that is most inadvisable. I know of 
nothing to prevent the district judge, if and when he is appointed, from holding 
court at Ketchikan if he finds that it would be in the interest of litigants, and 
the administration of justice, even if Ketchikan is not listed in the statute. 

However, I know something about this kind of legislation from my experience 
in practicing law in Montana, where places where court is required to be held 
have proliferated beyond all reasonable bounds. As you know, most travel in 
Alaska is by plane; if a man is getting on a plane to go and attend to his legal 
business, taking his witnesses along, he can go to any other place as readily as 
he could go to Ketchikan. 

It is not like farmers in a settled community in the State of Iowa wanting to 
have some place nearby to which they could drive their teams of horses. 

In Montana it developed that this sort of legislation, calling for holding court 
at additional towns was a chamber of commerce scheme to get the Federal Gov- 
ernment into a position where it had to build a new Federal court house. That 
is what happened at such a town as Glasgow, Mont., where they have a beauti- 
ful courtroom, and courthouse, but really no important business to. transact 
there. Yet they interfere with the orderly conduct of the district court in that 
district by requiring useless trips to be taken to spots like that. 

That is the sort of thing that Ketchikan promises to be, it seems to me. In 
fact, instead of adding a new town, they ought to cut out some of the ones 
that are already in the statute. 

I will let you have the views of our Council shortly after our next meeting. 

Thanking you, I am 
Sincerely, 


Watrer L. POPE. 
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U.S Court or AppeaLs, NINTH CrRcUIT, 
San Francisco, Calf., April 22, 1959. 
Mr. Warren Ouney III, : 
Director, Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, Supreme Court Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. OLNEY: On April 14 I wrote you concerning the provisions of sec- 
tion 28 of the bill H.R. 6091, containing certaining provisions relating to the 
holding of court at various places in the State of Alaska. In that letter I 
voiced ny individual objections to subsections (a) and (b) of section 23, par- 
ticularly subsection (a), which would require our court to hold sessions at 
Anchorage, Alaska. 

On Monday, April 20, I read that letter which I wrote you to the members 
of our Judicial Council, and also had present, for consideration of the Council, 
a summary of an analysis of Alaska cases that have been heard in this court 
during 2 period from 1951 to the present. 

The Council voted to approve the statements made and the position taken 
in my letter of April 14. You may therefore be advised that our Council is 
definitely opposed to the proposed legislation mentioned. 

You will note from the summary which we had made by our law clerks, that 
during the period from 1951 to date there have been an average of about three 
and a half cases a year that would have come on appeal to this court had 
Alaska been a State. I think it is apparent that the amount of appellate busi- 
ness would hardly warrant this court making regular trips to Anchorage for 
the hearing of appeals. 

If you are called upon to express some views to the congressional committee 
charged with the proposed legislation, I assume that you will inform them 
of the views of our Judicial Council. 

Very sincerely, 
WALTER L. POPE. 


NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Takoma Park, Washington, D.C., May 4, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The National Wildlife Federation wishes to endorse and 
recommend approval by the committee of H.R. 6091, particularly those sections 
dealing with and extending to Alaska the Soil Bank Act (sec. 5) ; the Bald Eagle 
Protection Act (sec. 14) ; the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act (sec. 15) : 
Federal Aid in Fish Restoration (sec. 16) ; and the Water Pollution Control Act 
(see. 28). 

All American citizens have a stake in the protection and wise management 
of the vast natural resources of the 49th State. 

Please make this letter a part of the hearing record on H.R. 6091. Thank 
you. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES H. CALLISON, 
: Conservation Director. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. O’Brien. On yesterday we inserted in the record several com- 
munications from chairmen of committees which ordinarily might 
have jurisdiction over some matters contained in 6091. We received 
one today from Chairman William L. Dawson of the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

Without objection, that letter will be included in the record at the 
proper place. (See page 14.) 

The understanding was that Mr. Seidman, who testified first, and 
I might add, testified very brilliantly, would be here throughout the 
hearings with the understanding if any questions came up where he 
would have knowledge, he would answer them. So, we will proceed, 
at this time, with the next witness, the Honorable Hugh J. Wade, sec- 
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retary of state of Alaska, and until quite recently Acting Goy 
of Alaska. : ; 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Aspinall. 


ernor 


Mr. Asprnauu. I spoke to Governor Wade just before the committee | 


convened. 

_ I wish to congratulate Acting Governor Wade for a wonderful job 
in the beginning of State responsibility for our new State of Alasks 
[t was my good fortune to meet Mr. Wade when I was in Alaska in 
1951, when he was in an entirely different position. I congratulat, 
him upon his elective office in Alaska and congratulate him on the 
way he took over in the case of emergency and the fine job he has done 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUGH J. WADE, SECRETARY OF STATE 07 
ALASKA 

Mr. Wave. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. I would be remiss, Mr. Chairman, if I did not second 
the expression of our honorable chairman here. I know during the 
illness of our Governor, William Egan, Secretary of State Hugh 
Wade stepped into the breach and did a very capable and excellent 
job and I did not envy him the ardors of his experience. We welcome 
you to the committee, Mr. Wade. 

Mr. Wave. Thank you, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. O’Brren. I am sure all members of the committee join in thow 
sentiments. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Wane. No. I do not. I have a statement on one section of 
the bill that I have prepared and I have given it to the reporter, but 
I would like to talk briefly about the bill as a whole and then ona 
specific section or two. 

Mr. O’Brien. You may proceed. 

Mr. Wane. I want to say that I am sure, if Governor Egan wer 
here and testifying, he would give you a much clearer picture of 
conditions in Alaska, and what our feelings are regarding this bill. 
But as you know, he is recuperating from his recent illness, and I 
must say that I weleomed him warmly when he came back to the 
State. I do not think I was ever so glad to see anyone as I was to 
greet Bill, when he came off the plane. I did not regret being de- 
moted in the least. 

I want to say as far as the executive branch of the State govern- 
ment of Alaska is concerned, we have no quarrel with the objectives 
of the bill. We feel that when we asked for statehood, we would 
assume all of the responsibilities of statehood, and that we hoped, 
and I am sure we will not only assume the responsibilites, but we 
will share in the benefits. We are not asking for any better treat- 
ment than any other State. 

We do feel that we have some conditions up there that are different 
and maybe for that reason, we would suggest some different treat- 
ment. But that is not uncommon with acts of Congress. You often 
recognize that conditions in a State, or group of States, are such 
that they cannot meet a particular criterion that is established for 
other States and you write it into the law. So, we are not asking for 
any better treatment, but we do want to point out something about 
different conditions. 
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[ am not going to go through the bill and testify as to each section. 
I think I would like to have you assume that those sections I do not 
mention, we have no quarrel with at all. In fact, we endorse and ap- 
prove them. There are only two or three particular subject matters 
that I want to testify on. + 

In connection with the health, education and welfare provisions for 
transition, we were happy to see the drafters of the bill recognize the 
per capita wealth figure that the Department of Commerce has been 
using, or mentioning, as our per capita wealth in Alaska is not a true 
figure, and we are happy that they recognize that fact, and we hope 
in this year’s period of time when they are gathering statistics, that 
they will come up with a true figure. It is important. I think over 
the period of the last several years, maybe in some programs, we 
actually would have received more in grant moneys had we had a true 
per capita figure, rather than use even the special formula that Con- 
oress was so kind to write into many acts. 
~ So we are hopeful that the per capita wealth will be established 
realistically, and we would not be hurt, and we will probably be a 
little bit better off under those social security provisions which are 
based upon the per capita wealth. 

Now, I would like to talk a little bit about the airport program in 
the bill. 

As you, perhaps know, the two largest cities in Alaska, Anchorage 
and Fairbanks, the chambers of commerce there were somewhat con- 
cerned about the State taking over the operation of the international 
airports and have been quite vocal about their concern. I think their 
concern was an honest concern, and I feel it has some merit. 

They looked upon and considered that when the Federal Govern- 
ment constructed those two airports, Anchorage and Fairbanks, they 
did it primarily for two reasons: One, to aid the defense effort in the 
then Territory, that they recognized—and I think the appropria- 
tions to build the fields were justified by Defense Department and 
almost a hundred percent. They were also justified, and are being 
used now very effectively, for the increase in international civilian 
airtravel. It is very gratifying to us that we have these international 
flights stopping in Alaska en route to the East or the West. 

It was the position of the chambers of commerce up there that they 
felt, actually, these airports might eventually become a liability to 
the new State, rather than an asset, and that with the coming of the 
jet age, and the constant need for increasing runways and other 
facilities, that it might become quite costly for the new State to 
assume those after we use up the transitional money. 

I think they have a point and I would like to see, I would like this 
committee to sort of consider, at least maybe inasmuch as the plan 
Is to extend these two runways, to take the jet planes that are oper- 
ating today—I believe the extensions planned are the minimum to 
meet today’s planes and it could well be, while we are at the job, may- 
be we ought to add another couple of thousand feet on each runway. 
If so, we would certainly not object, if you would increase the transi- 
tional grant another $2 million or so in order to do the job right. I 
do think it has merit and I would like to have you consider it. 

_ However, I want to say that we can live with the provision that is 
in the law as far as the airports are concerned. Fortunately, we have 
some accumulated surpluses and that with the transitional money, we 











56 ALASKA OMNIBUS BILL 
can see a very great program in the next 4 years. But, I did feel tha; 
I should point out, and sincerely request that you consider the feelip 
of the chambers of commerce in those two cities, which we share, be. 
cause it is a realistic view of it. 

Now I want to read a statement that I have prepared here, and j 
is a rough one, on section 21, the highways, which is, of course, the 
most important section of the bill. 

Mr. Chairnien, I would like at this time to invite the attention of 
the committee to the provisions of section 21 of the bill being consig. 
ered. This is the section dealing with the application of the Federal. 
aid highway program to Alaska. No provision of this bill is of mom 
importance to Alaska, from either a fiscal or developmental viewpoint 
I know that it is not necessary to elaborate to this committee the im. 
portance of the long-range road program to our new State. Indj- 
vidually, and as a committee, you are familiar with the subcontinent] 
area of Alaska, and also with its comparatively roadless condition, 
For the sake of comparison, I would note that the total present mile. 
age of roads in Alaska, now approaching 4,000, is approximately 
equal to the road mileage of Delaware, our second smallest State 
Alaska is, therefore, virtually roadless except in and near the major 
centers, with only an embryonic interconnected system. No area ip 
the Nation has greater road needs or is more concerned with the prob- 
lem of meeting them. 

It is most important to keep these facts in mind in assessing the 
provisions of section 21 of the bill before you. The approach taken 
may be stated quite simply. It is to apply the provisions of the pres. 
ent Federal-aid highway legislation, with two exceptions which I will 
refer to later, without modification for, or consideration of, Alaska’s 
unique needs. This is based on the generally sound theory that Alaska 
as a State should be treated as a State in every respect. We do not 
take exception to this attitude and approach. However, I would like 
to suggest, in regard to the highway program, that public policy is as 
well served if we examine the general formula before attempting to 
apply it. Little is gained by endeavoring to pound square pegs into 
round holes. The basic road formula has been modified and changed 
to meet changing requirements throughout the Nation since the en- 
actment in 1921 of legislation on which our present program of Fed- 
eral aid for highways was built. I would, therefore, like to review, 
briefly, some highlights of the national program. 

When the 1921 act was passed the road problem in the Nation was 
not the construction of new road routes. The United States had then 
almost as many miles of roads of all classes, mostly poor, as it has 
today. You are all familiar with the vast rural road mileage embrac- 
ing such roads as the typical, and sometimes theoretical, roads on the 
section lines in the part of the country under the rectangular survey 
system. The big jobs to be done then were, first, to provide for the 
selection of designated “through” routes and, second, to provide 
Federal assistance for improvement of the primary routes so selected 
for improvement of a system of secondary roads. 

Thus, the basis of the Federal aid program is, and always has been, 
a road improvement program—one that has proved of tremendous 
service in upgrading roads to meet increasingly greater needs through- 
out the country. Later the problem of urban areas was met by 
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special assistance for urban highways as the cities became the bottle- 
necks in the system. When railroad grade-crossings became a major 
hazard, provisions were added to provide 100 percent Federal assist- 
ance for construction of grade separations. Most recently, and of the 
largest magnitude of all, the National System of Interst ate Highways 
was authorized, comprising a designated 41,000 mile system of limited 
access, superhighways the const ruction of which is financed to the 
extent of 90 percent by Federal funds derived from special levies on 
highway users. 

1 mention the Interstate System to note that it constitutes one of 
the continuing exceptions to which I adverted in stating that section 
91 would not place Alaska on an identical footing with the other 
States. In so doing, I am not suggesting that 1,000, or 4,000, or 8,000 
miles of such limited access multiple-lane roads be added to the Inter- 
state System in Alaska, as the area of the State might suggest. We 
have a very limited need for roads of the standards embraced in that 
system. To build such roads in Alaska today would be a prime ex- 
ample of fitting square pegs into round holes. However, I do wish to 
emphasize that we In Alaska pay and have been paying the Federal 
levies which are earmarked for the Interstate System in the highway 
trust fund. I believe that this fact, in and of itself, justifies more 
careful attention to the modification of the basic aid program, the so- 
called A.B.C. system, to meet Alaska’s peculiar and unique problems. 

The Federal aid program was extended to Alaska only 3 years ago, 
although it had long been in effect in Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the 
District of Columbia. For over 50 years road construction in Alaska 
had been handled as a direct Federal operation, first under the War 
Department, and after 1932 by the Department of the Interior. 

The Alaska Road Commission, as the agency was known until its 
transfer to the Bureau of Public Roads in 1956, was an efficient and 
highly regarded operating agency, but one that was notably under- 
financed. 

The present limited road system in Alaska is a result. I would note, 
too, that although it was a Federal activity, until World War I, less 
than half of the funds expended were from general Federal ap- 
propriations, and the remainder came from Territorial and local 
sources. It might be said that the pattern, while not a formal grant- 
in-aid program on a 50-50 basis, amounted to the same thing. In the 
early 1920’s Alaska made legislative provision for a Territorial road 
agency with the intention of participating in the new national Federal 
aid program. A Territorial road agency was established to handle 
the program. However, the program was not extended until 1956, 
and the Territorial road board served only as a channel for terri- 
torially appropriated funds to the Federal road agency. Over the 
years, Alaska’s delegates sought to have the Federal aid program 
extended to Alaska on an equitable basis. Lack of Federal support 
for a continuing long-range road construction program was one of the 
important factors in causing Alaskans to press for statehood. The 
people of Alaska felt that with statehood it would be difficult to deny 
full Federal assistance for roads on a reasonable and extended basis. 
We expected and continue to expect that this will be true. 

The Federal Aid Highway Act was extended to Alaska in 1956. 
We have had less than 3 years’ experience under the program. In 
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extending this act to Alaska, Congress made a careful attempt to meet 
the needs of the Territory. We in Alaska did not like all aspects of 
the modifications then made, but we recognized an honest effort to pro. 
vide a sound basis for a continuing road program—a program which 
would make possible for almost the first time a reasonable projection 
of road construction requirements. The 1956 modifications are the 
provisions which the bill before you would eliminate. In brief, the 
Federal-aid highway legislation now in effect makes the followin 

special provisions for Alaska: : 

1. In making basic allocations of Federal-aid funds to the States 
for primary and secondary roads, only one-third of the area of Alasky 
is used in the computations (note here that for these two systems 
sometimes called “A” and “B,” a third of the overall allocations to 
the States is based on area). Thus Alaska is reduced very drastically 
in its sharing under the program. ; 

2. The administration of the program in Alaska was retained as q 
Federal activity 
which the operations and facilities of the Alaska Road Commission 
were transferred. We did not care for this feature as we believed that 
the Territory should have taken over in preparation for statehood, 

3. Authority was provided to use so much of the Federal aid alloea- 
tions as necessary for maintenance of existing roads. Having retained 
the operations it was presumably not believed appropriate to assess 
the Territory for these important continuing costs. 

4. Alaska was required to contribute only 10 percent of the funds 
ap; srtioned to it. This in lieu of what otherwise would have been ap- 
proximately 13 percent under the general public land provisions of the 
act, so we save 3 percent there. 

5. The limitation of 7 percent on the portion of the highway mile. 
age of any State that could be incorporated in the basic primary road 
system was lifted for Alaska as it is for Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the 
District of Columbia. This is the other situation in which the bill 
before you does not treat Alaska exactly as the other States. The 
exception is continued, and for good reason. We would have no 
Federal aid highway program at all in Alaska if this exception were 
not made. Seven percent of Alaska’s 1921 road mileage would be 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 100 miles. 

What is wrong with the program as it now applies to Alaska’ 
First, it is essential that we take over and operate the road organiza- 
tion. Section 21(a) of the bill before you would accomplish this. The 
Secretary of Commerce is directed to transfer without compensation 
all facilities, land, equipment, supplies and records now held by the 
Bureau of Public Roads which are not needed for the continuing 
activities of that Bureau. It is noted, however, that no transfer date 
is fixed in this section of the bill and, as I read it in connection with 
section 41, it would be possible to postpone transfer of administrative 
control until July 1, 1964. The State will not consent to the possibility 
of any such delay in assuming our rightful functions under the road 
program. a 

As to the 10 percent matching requirement, the concession Is # 
present more apparent than real—under the general provisions relat- 
ing to public lands we would at present be matching about 15 percent 
en construction projects. 
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eet What is wrong with the provisions of the bill before you! First 
of | nd foremost, its assumption that the Federal-aid act, unmodified, 
To- | il] meet Alaska’s needs. Second, its uncertainty as to transfer of 
ich | fnctions, property, and equipment to the State. Third, its sugges- 
ion | tion that partial assistance on maintenance for a 3-year period is all 
the | shat is needed, and that, coming as a “transitional grant,” it is some- 
how more in keeping with the dignity of a sovereign State. 
ing | What is needed? A reasonable adaptation of the basic formula. 
| let me emphasize here that such adaptation should not be grounded 
tes | jn the concept that Alaska be granted more favorable treatment or 
ka | gwarranted concessions. To the extent that exceptional conditions 
ns, | gre laid down, it should be to meet exceptional needs, on a forthright 
to | basis of quid pro quo. 
lly | Ag we view it a reasonable resolution of the problem would follow 
the existing approach. We now receive something less than $14 mil- 
$&@ ion in Federal-aid allocations (using one-third the area). Our en- 
to | titlement under the provisions of section 21 of the bill before you 
On | would approximate $37 million in Federal-aid allocations, with the 
lat | State being required to carry in full and expenditure of almost $5 
| million for maintenance in addition to the 13 percent matching on 
“t- | construction. 
ed We believe that a more realistic solution would be for the present 
SS act to be modified to provide for the use of two-thirds of the area in 
the allocation formula. This would approximate $27.5 million at the 
ds present rate. We would be reducing the drain on the general fund by 
P- | approximately $9.5 million annually. In return, we would lik to 
he | retain the present provision of law permitting the use of the Federal- 
aid apportionment for maintenance as well as for construction. “We 
le would be pleased to accept a 20 to 25 percent limitation on the use of 
id such allocations for maintenance. 
he Further, we would recommend the extension of the present flat 10 
il percent contribution on construction projects. We feel fully justified 


~ a 
= 
o 


he in asking this in lieu of any present participation in the National 
n0 | Interstate System which is based on a 90 percent-10 percent formula. 
te | The concession here is quite minimal, but we desire this at the present 
be | time because of the uncertainties in determining the State’s exact. per- 
, | centage of participation during the next years when selection of State 
‘| lands will have an important effect on the proportion the State 
| matches. Good administration requires more certain advance know]- 
he | edge of the State’s obligation and important annual changes will 
Mm | hamper the road program. . 

he I have outlined the exceptions which I believe are justified and 


Mg fully defensible. It. is possible that the issues that this approach 
" raises are so involved in basic Federal aid road policy that you would 
- | prefer to separate them from consideration with the other provisions 

of the bill before you. If so, I recommend that this committee delete 


all of section 21. except subsection (a) and other necessary provisions 


ad for the transfer of the activities and functions of the Bureau of Pub- 
J lie Roads to the State of Alaska. 

" — wind up my statement with very little else on the subject. 

at our suggestion is not. followed, and we do have to live—which 


we can do—with what is in the bill, there are a few things that we 
feel should be further considered. One is that I have noticed, per- 
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sonally, driving along the highways that the capital improvements 
made by the Bureau of Public Roads in there, various camps a ms 
the roads have had little improvements the last few years, | fe 
this was not taken into consideration when the transition = 
arrived at. I would urge that, if you insist on having this road 
gram in the omnibus bill, you consider that phase of it and give a 
little more in transitional grants to improve these road camps i 
I would say a half a million dollars, because I am quite sure th 
Bureau of Public Roads is not going to embark on any major ie. 
provements during the transitional period and we will be faced with 
quite an undue burden at the end of the transitional period to sah 
some capital investments along the roads. 
One other thing about this bill which I personally feel very strongly 
on, and that is the objective of putting this bill into effect the first 9 
July of this year. As you gentlemen know, we have been a State 
less than 6 months, and we have been pretty busy up there trying to 
get a State organization on paper, and that is all we have, We 


al grant was 


have it on paper, we do not have it in existence. The fact of the | 


maiter is, we have not even enacted that part of the Reorganization 
Act as yet, because we just have not had the staff recruited. And to 
have us get into this road program, as of July 1, which is less thay 
60 days away, is not realistic, I do not think. And it is going to re. 
sult, I am afraid, in our having to have, during the transitional pe- 
riod, a federally operated system, because we just do not have the 
staff and do not have the time to recruit the staff to get our own 
organization. 

So, we would still be having a federally operated and maintained 
highway system. So, I feel if this portion of section 21 remains jn 
the law, it could well be delayed until the beginning of the next fiscal 
year. It would give us more time, and we would be in a better posi- 
tion to meet the problem. 

I do urge you very sincerely to recognize that this is quite a step 
for Alaska. It is a serious thing, if we are making a decision ina 
bill of this kind to embark on a road program that I do not think 
has had the proper study, or thought it should have, and it certainly 
is not the type of program that we would embark upon, if we were not 
required to do so under this law. 

I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Brren. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. Wane. Yes. 

Mr. O’Brren. Thank you very much. I do not intend to ask any 
questions at this point, except to, perhaps, make an observation in 
reference to your suggestion that we take section 21 out and put itn 
a separate bill. That may be desirable. We do have a rather prac 
tical situation here, and I think if we attempt to do it in two bites 
at this session, one of the bites, possibly, might not be digested by 


Congress. Iam not sure. I think, if we are to make any changes, % | 


recommended by you, it would be desirable to leave section 21 in here 
and make the changes therein. 

Mr. Wave. Either approach is entirely satisfactory to us. Hov- 
ever, I would say it is not imperative. We can live with our present 
system for another year, if Congress would need that much longer 
time to consider what would be a sound road program for Alaska and 
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approach it through the amendment of the present Federal-Aid High- 
way Act. iota bi ee 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Wade, if we enact this omnibus bill, perhaps, 
with some modifications you referred to, do you, from your experience 
and observations, and obviously greater knowledge of Alaska, believe 
at the end of that 5-year period Alaska will be able to go it alone 
and operate without question ¢ 

Mr. Wave. Congressman, in all respects, with the exception of 
highways. That is exactly the point. I do not say we would not 
be able to carry the load, but I do not think from a public official 
standpoint, it is a wise policy to proceed on the theory that the oil 
and gas coming into Alaska is going to be the answer to all of our 
problems. I do not know how many times we spent it, Congressman, 
on educational programs and other programs. Unless the oil and gas 
development materializes, and probably surpasses our dreams of some- 
thing pretty good, we would not be able to meet the highway problem. 

Mr. O’Brien. There is another point there. The oil and gas, we 
all know is there, simply does not leap from its sources into the market : 
it has to be carried, and usually over highways. 

Mr. Wane. That is right. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Aspinall ? 

Mr. Asprnatu. I think I will reserve my right to question. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Wade, let me see if I understand correctly the 
situation that exists, at the present time, with regard to your highway 
system. 

The present formula uses one-third of the area of Alaska. 

Mr. Wane. Right. 

Mr. Sayuor. As a result of that formula, you get from the Federal 
Government $14 million ? 

Mr. Wane. Right, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. The contribution of the Territory, and now the State 
of Alaska, is 13 percent instead of 10. 

Mr. Wave. Under existing law ? 

Mr. Sartor. Under existing formula. 

Mr. Wapr. No, sir; 10 percent under the existing formula now in 
the Highway Act. 

Mr. Sartor. If section 21 goes into effect, it is your interpretation 
that the entire area of Alaska will be used? The section in the bill 
now uses 100 percent of the area of Alaska. 

Mr. Wane. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. And as a result of this, you will get $38 million. 

Mr. Wane. $37 million to $38 million; yes. 

Mr. Savior. Then your contribution will have to be 13 percent of 
that? 

Mr. Wane. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. The thing that bothers me and the reason I ask these 
questions, 3 times 14 is not 37. 

Mr. Wane. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Sartor. Three times 14 is not 37. I come up with 42. 

_ Mr. Wane. There are other factors. Thirty-seven million dollars 
is what I believe is the figure that the Bureau of Public Roads has told 
us would be our allocation under this formula. Whether that is an 








62 ALASKA OMNIBUS BILL 


accurate figure or not, I do not know, but that 
figure. 

Mr. Sartor. You are suggesting then, that instead of the present 
formula, or the one suggested in the bill, that a point midway 
the two be taken and that two-thirds of the area be used, and 
10 percent contribution remain the same. 

Mr. Wape. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. And then the Federal contribution, of course, would 
be as you say, around $28 million. 

Mr. Wane. Yes. In addition we would ask that we be permitted 
to use, not to exceed 25 percent of the Federal aid mone 
problem of maintenance, which we do now. We use an unlimited 
amount, but the figure, we have run about 25 percent, I believe, Cop. 
gressman, for maintenance under the present law and 5 percent went 
into new construction. Do not hold me to that. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnauu. If we should determine to put a proviso in the bill 
and we would follow your suggestion for 5 years, would the State 
of Alaska then be in a position at the end of 5 years to come up and 
accept its full responsibility ? 

Mr. Wave. No; I do not think we would, Congressman. I do not 
think at the end of 5 years our population and use of our highways 
would increase enough to increase the potential tax revenue to meet 
the maintenance problem. 

Mr. Asprnatyu. Would you be in a position, at that time, to take care 
of your own contribution -of $4,940,000? 

Mr. Wane. Yes, we think we would. 

Mr. Asprnauu. In other words, you could take care of the contribn- 
tion all right, but you would like to have a change as far as the 
maintenance. 

Mr. Wane. We actually would not ask, at the end of 5 years, to 
change the formula back. We would be willing to stand on the two- 
thirds of the land formula and continue on, on the basis that our situa- 
tion is somewhat different, and that we would willingly then give up 
that Federal money, that we would otherwise, perhaps, be able to 
match and secure. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Of course, your situation in Alaska may be extreme, 
as far as the condition of your secondary roads are concerned, but you 
are not alone in that situation. I have traveled through some of the 
Eastern States and I find what has developed during the last 5 to 10 
vears is the fact that the States are being compelled to put their money 
on their primary roads, at the present time, and their secondary roads 
are in horrible condition. So, this is not a problem entirely significant 
for Alaska. 

Mr. Wane. I am sure it is not, Congressman, but we do feel with 
this struggling infant, we have up there, that we have a situation so 
different in our needs that we would like you to recognize it. AsI 
point out, we are not asking for as much Federal money, so you 
cannot say we are doing it from a standpoint of asking for money, 
but we do feel we are having a terrific problem in the maintenance 
thing until we can build up the use of those highways. If we ever 
pave the Alean Highway, we are going to have some increased traffic. 
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But very few highways, in fact I am told by the Bureau, that there 
are only two stretches of highway that come close to paying now their 
resent. maintenance costs, when you compute the take on the gas tax 
> use of it. 
atte. Mr. Wade, the reason I ask these questions, there is 
an old saying, “Never look a gift horse in the mouth.” And you are 
coming down here and saying that you are perfectly willing to give 
us back $9 million. It is such an unusual situation, I want to see what 
‘s behind those molars back there, because I am afraid they might 
come out and chew us a little later on. at 

Mr. Wave. Congressman, we are realistic though, because we do 
not want to get into a program of new construction of highways up 
there, which we will get into up there because the money is there, and 
you know you cannot stop legislatures. So, you are going to build 
more roads, which pyramids our maintenance problem. Right now, 
our maintenance problem is about $5 million a year. Sie gi 

Supposing you extend our highways to where there is—increase 
it a third, we will say with this more or less cash program, which it 
would be. Then, instead of digging up $5 million, we would be hav- 
ing to dig up maybe $714 million. It just is not in the cards. I can 
understand your suspicion, but I am being realistic about it. You 
know, 4 years go by pretty rapidly. I suppose it would be easy 
for us to accept this program now and say everything is going to be 
fine, and it is going to be fine for the next 4 years, but after that it 
is going to be real bad, and I think we ought to be realistic. 

Mr. Asprnaty. I think it resolves into something like this: You 
do not want any more new children in the family, until you get the 
others taken care of. 

Mr. Wane. I would not go on record as agreeing to that, and advo- 
cating birth control. [| Laughter. | 

Mr. Saytor. I might say after that comment, it is probably a good 
thing our good colleague from Florida is not here, because he was 
one that protested, very bitterly, the arrival of the new State. Thank 
you very much. I just wanted to make sure I had the picture in my 
own mind of what is involved. 

Mr. Wave. Thank you. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Wade, I think there are some more questions. 

Mr. Wave. Pardon me. 

Mr. O’Brien. I am inclined to think what you suggest makes good 
sense, that you would prefer to have 5,000 miles of road that you could 
keep in good shape, than 10,000 miles that would go to pot. 

The gentleman from Alaska. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wade, I have said right along. I figure we would 
be in trouble at the end of 5 years under this omnibus road program. 
We would be doing fine during that 5-year period and with the match- 
ing and use of the omnibus transition fund, we could put on quite a 
road building program in the next 5 years. 

I will check my thinking with you. TI do not think our State lands 
are going to be productive of much revenue to the State treasury for 
at least 10 years, and I do not think the production of oil and gas is 
gomg to be an appreciable amount until about 10 years. 

I said right along that I thought we would be in trouble 5 years 
from now and that is what you are trying to point out, is that right ? 
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Mr. Wane. Yes, Congressman, we would be in real troub] 
There is no use of kidding ourselves or you about it. 
in real trouble. 

Mr. Rivers. In regard to the need of new roads, if we stay where We 
are, do we not forgo the transitional grants they have Provided 
for under this transition idea ? 

Mr. Wane. Yes. I believe the figure is some $12 million oy 
transition period. We would just forgo that. We would have to 
We could not very consistently ask for that money when we asked for 
an exception in the law. 

Mr. Rivers. But a doubling of the one-third of our area now used 
in computing our participation under the Federal-Aid Highway Aq 
would bring us up to what amount? ; 


e th 
We would be 


er the | 


| 
| 
| 


Mr. Wave. We would have about $2714 million annual program and 


out of that 25 percent of it would be maintenance and the balang 
would be new road construction. 

Mr. Rivers. And if the maintenance amount remains between S41 
million and $7 million in the next 5 to 6 years, we would have aboni 
$20 million a year for new construction / 

Mr. Wape. Yes, about that. 

Mr. Rivers. That is about what it would amount to, is it not? 

Mr. Wane. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you think that is about as fast as the infant cap 
crawl ? 

Mr. Wane. I think so, with real, sound road building program, 
After all, you can always tool up for a big crash program, but it is 
not always the most sensible way to spend public funds. I think we 
can have a State road department that is tooled up and staffed to 
carry along. about $18 million to $20 million new construction pro- 
gram each year. 


Mr. Rivers. Perhaps, we would not get the full value out of the | 


crash operation, because that type of operation is costly. 

Mr. Wave. And oftentimes, after you have the road built, you won- 
der why you built it in that particular spot. 

Mr. Rivers. One thing that concerns me, Mr. Wade, is that our 
visions of adding appreciably to our present road system during the 
next 5 years dwindle if we take the safer course you are proposing. 
I do agree with you that I thought we were going to be in trouble 
after 5 years under thissetup. That is all. 

Mr. Uttman. I want to join in welcoming Mr. Wade to the com- 
mittee. I am curious to what extent you in Alaska were familiar 
with this bill and were consulted about it before it was brought 
up here. 

Mr. Wane. We were briefed pretty well on it. The only difficulty, 
Congressman, was that we did not have the staff at the State level to 
do much about it. Under the old territorial system of government 
up there, the Governor of the Territory did not feel it was his respon- 
sibility to call in the then existing Territorial agency and say here 
we are faced with the problem the Federa! Government is now draw- 
ing an omnibus bill for this transitional period, you get busy on It 
and come up with something. So, I am sure Mr. Seidman will agree 
we were not very well prepared when he came up to talk about the 
bill. Frankly, from the Governor’s office and from the highway de- 
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artment viewpoint, we just have not had the time to go into it very 
re. | much so far, since we have been a State with our own staff. Does 
be | that answer your question ‘ 
Mr. Utuman. Yes. Generally, you are in agreement, however, 
we | with the legislation / 
led Mr. Wave. Yes, with the exception of this particular section where 
| ithurts real bad. 
he Mr. ULLMAN. You mentioned the fact within 5 years, you would 
10 | be ready to take over everything except highways. You had previ- 
for ously made a reference to these two major airports. What is your 
feeling on them ? 
ed Mr. Wave. I am sure we can take them over and assume the cost of 
ka maintaining them, but as I say, I think as long as we are going to go 
ahead and extend these runways now-—I think the plan is for a 4,000 
nd | foot extension at each airport—it may be we might as well go ahead 
” | and do the job up and get ready for the next plane Boeing or some- 
body else puts in the air, that will need additional runway. 


h Mr. Utuman. You feel you can handle that problem ? 
Mt } Mr. Wave. I am sure we can. 
Mr. Uttman. You mentioned an item of a half million dollars for 
camp sites. ; 
Mr. Wave. Roadside or divisional points on the highway. They 
have their divisional points for the maintenance crews. 
7 Mr. Uttman. Highway divisional points you are talking about, for 
, maintaining the highways? 
4 Mr. Wave. Yes. The last few years they have not done very much 
, _ inthe way of capital improvement of those camps. 
. Mr. Urtman. You feel it would take that amount to bring you up 
| to date on the present needs? Mr. Wade, we feel they are not going 
to do much the next 3 years either, so it would be over the transitional 
» , period you are talking about ? 


Mr. Wane. Yes. 

Mr, Utiman. I am curious about the highways in Alaska. Do you 
have many major areas not connected by highways at the present 
, time? 

, Mr. Wave. Yes. 
Mr. Uttman. What is your feeling in the future about this prob- 
, lem? Will it be feasible to connect these major points by highways? 

Mr. Wane. We think the more feasible approach is for the ferry 
_ | system for the southeastern Alaska town because road construction 
» _ and maintenance in that area is terrificly costly. 
Mr. Utiman. In other words, you cannot anticipate any time in the 

future where highways might be built there? 

. Mr. Wang. Not in the immediate future, no. We do have two or 
, _ three to connect us with the Alcan Highway, but not to connect the 
, town within Alaska. 

Mr. Uttman. What are your cities that are isolated ? 

Mr. Wane. For example, you cannot go any place from Juneau, the 
_ capital of our State, except take a ferry, go to Haines and then get on 
, the highway and go into the interior. It is about an 8-hour ferry 
, Tun. Ketchikan is isolated, Rangoon is isolated, Petersburgh is iso- 


| tal Sitka is isolated, all of the towns and cities in southeastern 
Alaska. 
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Mr. Uniman. You are just going to have to wait for populatio 
growth up there before you get into construction. ee 

Mr. Wane. We are all very optimistic about the tourist business 
and stimulated by a good ferry system which we would hope to be abl 
to swing in the next few years. ; 

Mr. Utiman. Do you anticipate that will be a State system 5 
would you be able to entice private capital to put it in? ; 

Mr. Wang. Probably, a little of both. We might have to doa littl. 
subsidizing at the beginning or build some of the ferry landings fg 
them. 

Mr. Utiman. Are you finding not only in this field, but in othe 
fields that there is an interest on the part of American capital hep 
moving up into Alaska, renewed interest, stimulated interest, as q 
result of statehood ¢ 


Mr. Wane. Congressman, I do not think anybody, even the mog 


ardent statehood fan, dreamed that as many of the financing, and big 
financing institutions, would have the interest in Alaska that they 


have indicated in the last 6 months. Hardly a week goes by, but what | 


the Governor’s office is not alerted to some group of finance people 
from either the east coast or the west coast who are en route to take 
a look at Alaska as a potential for their investments. 
Mr. Uttman. That is good news. Please convey my regards ty 
Governor Egan when you get back. 
Mr. Wane. Thank you. 


Mr. O’Brien. One other thought occurred to me. In fact, it is in | 


support of your idea in the highway thing. Would this not alp 
give you an opportunity to await a possible broad recommendation by 
the International Highway and Rail Commission that has been fune- 
tioning ? 

Mr. Wane. It would, Congressman, and we were, of course, very 


happy the other day to have a news item in our local paper that | 


Congress has appropriated a very adequate appropriation for them 
to extend their work. 

Mr. O’Brien. That was just the Senate. 

Mr. Wane. Oh, Iam sorry. 

Mr. O’Brien. But, you think the work of that Commission for the 
long-range benefits of Alaska is very important 4 

Mr. Wane. I do, Congressman, personally, yes. 

Mr. O’Brien. One other question. You mentioned something about 


tourists. Has there been quite a spurt in the tourist business sine 


you achieved statehood ? 

Mr. Wave. If you want to come to Alaska this summer, you had 
better get reservations in there, because you cannot get in on plane 
or boat. 

Mr. O’Brien. I am going next week and have my reservation, 

Mr. Wane. It is a little early yet, but the middle of next month it 
would be almost impossible. 

Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Witmer? 

Mr. Wirmer. I think I heard you correctly, when you spoke of tle 
difficulty of tooling up to take over the work on 60 days notice. 

Mr. Wane. Yes. 

Mr. Witmer. Would section 40(b) and 40(c) help you at all! 
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Mr. Wave. 1 am sure they would. Those are the sections that 
transfer {ie equipment ¢ . » 

Mr. Wirmer. Those are the sections which provide that if you are 
not ready, the Governor may submit to the President the request 
that the  ederal agency continue to operate. 

Mr. Wane. Yes. 

Mr. Wremer. The question I have is this: Does the Governor have 
authority under Alaska law to make such a request to the President, 
sranted that the President may honor it once it is made, Or will 
this require Alaskan legislation ; - ty 

Mr. Wave. I have to be honest with you. We foresaw the possi- 
bility of us having to go this route and we enacted legislation. _ 

Mr. Wirmer. You are clear on that? That is my only question. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Wave. I probably should have said, no. 

Mr. O’Brien. Are there any further questions / 

Thank you very much, Mr. Wade. 

Mr. Wave. Thank you, it has been a pleasure. 

Mr. O’Brien. The next witness is General Elwood R. Quesada, 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. General, it is a 
pleasure to have you with us this morning. You noticed we were 
skirting around some of your problems in the earlier testimony. 


STATEMENT OF E. R. QUESADA, ADMINISTRATOR, ACCOMPANIED 
BY JOSEPH H. TIPPETS, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF FACILI- 
TIES; AND ALAN L. DEAN, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES, FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY 


Mr. Quesapa. For the record, I am Mr. Quesada, and not General 
any more. 

Mr, Asprnati. Mr. Chairman, I think it is appropriate we do 
take cognizance of the fact that Mr. Quesada was a very capable and 
very effective general. 

Mr. Qugsapa. Thank you very much. 

Mr. O’Brien. As far as I am concerned, he still is. 

Mr. Savior. I say amen to that. 

Mr. O’Brien. You may proceed. 

Mr, Quesapa. I have prepared a statement and with your permis- 
sion, I will read it. 

Mr. O’Brien. Certainly. 

Mr. Quesapa. I am E. R. Quesada, Administrator of the Federal 

Aviation Agency. 
_ T welcome this opportunity to present to this committee our views 
in support of H.R. 6091, the pending bill referred to as the Alaska 
Omnibus Bill. I will limit my comments to matters concerned with 
airports and aviation. Section 35 of the bill is the area of particular 
interest to us. Under authority of a 1948 act of Congress (48 U.S.C. 
485) terminal airports have been constructed and operated at Anchor- 
age and Fairbanks, Alaska, at a capital cost of some $17 million to the 
(Government. 

The subject airport facilities at Anchorage consist of two runways, 
a terminal building and a hangar. This airport is handling approxi- 
mately 200,000 passengers annually and serves about 125,000 aircraft 
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arrivals and departures of which about 30,000 are air carriers, 60 000 
are military and 35,000 are general purpose aircraft. These Anchor. 
age facilities, with an allowance for depreciation, have 7 
ital value estimated at $11,600,000. 

The airport at Fairbanks has only one runway and a terminal 
building with associated utilities constructed by the Federal Govern. 
ment. At this location there are some 90,000 passengers served ap- 
nually and approximately 55,000 aircraft arrivals and departures of 
which about 13,000 aircraft movements are air carrier aircraft, 7 500 
military aircraft and 34,500 are general aviation type of aircraft. "AL 
lowing for depreciation the Fairbanks facility has a current capital 
value of about $5.2 million. 

These two airports are now collecting revenues of approximate] 
$1.1 million annually which are deposited in general funds of the 
Treasuary of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. These 
revenues compared with the 1959 fiscal year annual cost of operation 
of almost $900,000, reveals a net balance of $200,000 in income over 
expense. 

The original justification for the Federal Government constructi 
and operating these terminal airports as indicated in the enablin 
legislation was twofold: (a) To serve air commerce of the United 
States in the Territory of Alaska, and (b) to serve as intermediate 
stops for international flights. A further consideration wag a re- 
quirement to move civil operations off military airbases in the 
interest of security and the additional safety provided through sep- 
arating the civil operations from the specialized military activities, 
In light of these requirements and the Territorial status of Alaska in 
1948, there was no possibility of obtaining the airfields by means other 
than by having the Federal Government assume responsibility for 
their construction and operation. Since they have been in operation 
there has been a number of changes in circumstances. These changes 
include a very substantial growth in the volume of activity and a sig- 
nificant increase in revenue to the point where currently the revenue 
from these airports exceeds the total operating cost. 

For some time consideration has been given to the advisability of 
relieving the Federal Government of the responsibility for operating 
and improving these terminal airports, inasmuch as the Government 
does not provide similar services for other cities, except the Nation's 
Capital. The advent of statehood for Alaska eliminates any justif- 
cation for continuation of this function by the Federal Government. 

In estimating the amount for the transitional grant in 1960, $45 
million was included for capital improvements at Anchorage and 
Fairbanks with the exception that some or all of this fund would be 
used for matching purposes under the Federal-aid airport program. 

For approximately $4.5 million the Anchorage airport could be 
expanded to serve the jet-powered aircraft that the major air carriers 
are acquiring and the construction work could be phased on a time 
sequence with the schedule for jet service to Anchorage. Landing 
area improvements at Fairbanks to meet jet aircraft requirements 
would cost approximately $3.8 million. The two fields also have need 
for such things as lighting, sidewalks, roads, water, and sewer Im- 
provements, and crash and rescue facilities that would aggregate $1.5 


a current Cap- 


million. Our estimate for construction excludes terminal building | 





expansi¢ 
uire 
could, be 
minal bu 
in exces 
transitic 
It is 0 
viding § 
for the: 
(1) Tre 
million ; 
up to $ 
based 0 


recomm 


rts, a 
Phese f 
projects 
62% pe 
airport 
by the 
needs ti 
funds p 

The 
tinued 
for fun 
or a 
supple. 

Cont 
passag' 
could : 
would 
and al 
cept ti 
eratior 
ing th 
could | 
all opé 
to the 

Fins 
could, 

funds 
would 
effect, 
ment 
would 
Feder 
eratio 
The 
of the 
these 
Alask 
will h 
the f: 





Co eOIS OS 


8 


Ss ft 4B 8B PT OO ee OTT UF 


." ee 


Ss SS 


ALASKA OMNIBUS BILL 69 


expansion as the financing of this particular construction does not 


uire the appropriation of Federal funds. Thus, the two airports 
could be developed to meet jet aircraft requirements other than ter- 
minal building facilities at a total cost of some $9,800,000, An amount 
in excess of the needed $9.8 million could be derived by matching 
transitional grant funds with Federal-aid airport funds. 

It is our view that the Federal Government therefore would be pro- 
viding generously, in fact an amount of not less than $27.9 million, 
for the airport needs of these areas by a number of actions, namely: 

1) Transferring at no cost, airport facilities valued at about $17 
million; (2) allocating to the State for use at their discretion in 1960 
up to $10.5 million as a transitional grant, of which about $4.5 is 
based on airport capital improvements; (3) providing under the 
recommended extension of the Federal grant-in-aid program for air- 

rts, as prepared by the administration, the amount of $6.4 million. 

hese funds for airport grants would be specifically allocated for 
rojects in the State of Alaska on a basis which would finance up to 
624% percent of the total cost of airport projects. The Federal-aid 
airport grants could be further augmented if the projects proposed 
by the State have sufficiently high priority in terms of the national 
needs to warrant the Administrator of FAA’s use of the discretionary 
funds provided by the Federal-aid airport bill. 

The alternate to enactment of the omnibus bill is obviously con- 
tinued operation by the FAA. Our 1960 fiscal year budget request 
for funds pending before Congress makes no provision for operating 
or improving these airports. Continued operation would thus require 
supplementary appropriation action. 

Continued operation of the airports during 1960 is assured by 
passage of the bill under either of several means. First, the State 
could accept title to the airports and assume operations itself. This 
would place at the State’s disposal both the omnibus grant money 
and all airport revenues they collect. Secondly, the State could ac- 
cept title to the airports and contract with the FAA to continue op- 
erations pending the provisioning of such services by the State. Dur- 
ing this interim period the revenues would accrue to the State and 
could be utilized to reimburse the FAA. These revenues should meet 
all operating expenses. The omnibus grant fund would be available 
to the State to launch the improvements program. 

Finally, if the State does not accept title immediately, the airports 
could, on request by the Governor of Alaska, be operated by FAA with 
funds from the $10.5 million transitional grant. This arrangement 
would require deposit of all revenues in the U.S. Treasury. The net 
effect of this loss of revenue would be a reduction of the improve- 
ment funds by approximately $100,000 monthly. Further, there 
would be no possibility of utilizing transitional grant funds to match 
Federal-aid airport grants. Thus improvements necessary for jet op- 
erations could not be completed. 

These several considerations lead us to believe that the interests 
of the State and all elements of aviation will be better served when 
these airports are under the ownership jurisdiction of the State of 
Alaska. This does not mean that the State, in a short time interval, 
will have to provide continued efficient management and operation of 
the facilities. We are interested in preventing any deterioration in 
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service and, as stated before, stand ready to perform Necessary gery 
ices for the State on a reimbursable basis. ; 

In recommending and working toward this concept so that th 
State’s acceptance of responsibilities is equivalent to that of other 
States, I submit that the proposed plan is tangible evidence of oe 
concept that Alaska possesses both the desire and capacity of asgyp. 
ing the responsibilities of statehood and the management of its ow, 
affairs, including the ownership of these airports. 

Mr. O’Brien. Thank you for a very fine statement. TI think that 
several of us have been impressed by the amount of traffic through 


the airport. I think, perhaps, Members of Congress might be gen. 
erally. Mr. Saylor worked out that there is one airplane arriving op 


departing every 4 or 5 minutes around the clock, or close to it, 


Mr. Qursapa. The amount of traffic into Alaska is surprising, It | 
was just as surprising to me as it appears to have been to you. I think | 


it is going to be greater, if I may say so, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. O’Brien. That would be the increased tourist business, the 


economic growth of Alaska and the international business involved, | 
Mr. Quesapa. I think both. I think the international busines | 


might bring about some substantial changes. And the ease of getting 
to Alaska itself by the injection of the jet transport, I feel reasonably 
sure, is going to open up a tourist trade and business activity hereto. 
fore retarded by poor transportation. i 

Mr. O’Brien. I was impressed, too, by the fact that approximately 
one out of every three planes landing or taking off from these tw 
airports are military planes. So, the problem in Alaska does become, 
to a very substantial degree, a military problem and I assume that js 
one of the reasons for your concern about this transition and the need 
for it to be orderly. 

Mr. Quesapa. We would like to contribute in any way we can to the 
orderly transition, either in providing management or in assisting in 
providing management, or any other way that seems reasonable and 
desirable. 

Mr. O’Brren. There is another point that ties in all through this 
bill. We are going to have the question raised that we are handing » 
much money to Alaska, after assuring Congress that Alaska could 
carry on. But I notice you say on page 4 that if we did not have the 
omnibus bill it would have to be continued operation by the FAA and 
that your pending budget requests make no provision for that and 





| 


i 


that continued operation would thus require a supplementary appre } 


priations act. 

Then, if we do not pass this bill, obviously, somewhere along the 
line, Congress is going to have to come up with some money. So we 
are not actually handing Alaska all of this money, a great deal of it 
is a transfer of funds from one place to another, and the overall addi- 
tional cost to the Government for this whole program is very small. 


Mr. Quesapa. That is right. I might add, Mr. Chairman, this3. 


not unique. The Government has given to many communities, inn 
merable airports, that were surplus property after the war. This 
not unique. 
Mr. O’Brten. It is, perhaps, unique in the major part the military 
angle plays in it, every third plane. 
Mr. Quesapa. Yes, I would say that is quite unique. 


, 
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Mr. O’Brien. One other question. Mr. Wade, in testifyng, sug- 
sted that while in this program we are taking care of the jet de- 
velopment that there probably will be additional developments in that 
feld and, perhaps, it might be desirable now, while we are dealing 
with the problem, to provide a little extra for, perhaps, another thou- 
sand feet or so of runway. Do you have any comment on that ? 

Mr. Quesapa. We have in this case, like in other cases, made esti- 
mates, which we hope are reasonably intelligent, of runway require- 
ments. And the runway requirements we are projecting for both 
Anchorage and Fairbanks are in the order of 10,000 feet. We feel 
that that is adequate for any need in the foreseeable future. We feel 
that the runway requirements, as we have forecast them, meet the 
needs within any reasonable time forward. 

Mr. O’Brien. And if they did not, somewhere along the line, you 
would still have the Airport Development Act that could help ? 

Mr. Quesapa. It could help Alaska like it could help any other 
State. 

Mr. O’Brien. Yes. 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, sir. od 

Mr. O’Brien. Or if it was a real emergency, vou might have a mili- 
tary action there in the development of the additional runways? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is not unusual. 

Mr. O’Brien. Yes. Thank you very much. The gentleman from 
Colorado. 

Mr. Asprnati. I would like to ask the General why it is in the Fair- 
banks area, we have within 500 some arrivals and departures, gener- 
ally, of all types of aircraft as we do in Anchorage, where you have 
so much more volume overall. Why is it there is so much similarity 
between the numbers ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Maybe Mr. Tippets could answer that. 

Mr. Trerets. In Anchorage there are more large air carrier opera- 
tions than in Fairbanks in numbers of aircrafts and they in turn carry 
more passengers per plane. Fairbanks has one major air carrier from 
the United States operating in and out of there and several of the 
Alaskan carriers that operate smaller planes, but very large volumes 
of operations to and from the outlying areas. Whereas in Anchorage, 
there are several large major air carriers, as well as the smaller opera- 
tion and thus carry many more passengers. 

Mr. AsprnaLt. What you are saying is that as far as the local traffic 
is concerned, the airport at Fairbanks is just as busy, almost, as the 
one at Anchorage. 

Mr. Tiprers. Yes, sir; with a different type of aircraft making a 
predominance in the numbers. 

_Mr. Asprnati. On page 2 your statement. reveals there is presently 
$200,000 profit annually. Is there any reason to expect that would not 
remain a constant figure for the future? 

Mr. Qursapa. Mr. Aspinall, this is a personal opinion, and I think 
that is what you asked for. I would assume it would go up because the 
Federal Government, I do not think, is as efficient in operating a fa- 
cility as a State should be. So I would estimate the revenue might 
well go up. 

Mr. Asprnarx. In other words, if that figure remains constant in 
the future, the State of Alaska would be able to receive some contri- 
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butions there to take care of any improvement which is not envisioned 
at the present time, is that correct ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Let me make myself clearer. I am convinced and 
thoroughly convinced, that the State of Alaska should be able to tum 
both of these fields into enterprises that are profit-making beyond 
anything we have suggested here. I am convinced that this is the case 

Mr. Aspinauu. In the operation of such a facility, is it a fairly 
pore that the moneys made should be returned to build up ang 

eep in good condition the facilities, rather than that any such 
moneys should go to the State treasury ? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes, I think that is what the State of Alaska should 
do. I think they should use their revenue to build up the facility to 
provide additional service. 

Mr. AspinaL. At present, do the military aircraft have to pay feg 
for using these airfields? 

Mr. Quesapa. No, sir, they do not. They are using a Federal fielg 
and hence do not pay any fees. 

Mr. Aspinatu. In other words, the amount of revenue taken jy 
from either one of these airports does not come in any great amount 
at least from the military. ; 

Mr. Quersapa. It does not come, in any sense, from the military. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Then on page 5, in light of what you have just 
stated : 

During this interim period the revenues would accrue to the State and could 
be utilized to reimburse the FAA. These revenues should meet all operating 
expense. The omnibus grant fund would be available to the State to launch 
the improvement program. 

Were you taking into consideration there the fact they have this 
$200,000 profit or were you leaving that out of your figure when you 
made that statement ? 


EE 


Mr. Quesapa. I am considering the fact that they do have that | 


$200,000 profit. And that could more than defray any costs that 
would result in reimbursement. 

Mr..O’Brren. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sayxor. I want to commend you on your statement. There 
is a matter that you have mentioned, incidentally here, that I think 
might be of assistance to us in presenting this bill on the floor. That 
is that you are doing here for Alaska what the military did in many 
States immediately following World War II, where surplus airports 
were turned over to communities. Do you have available, or could 
you make available, without too much difficulty to this committee, a 
list of the States and the airports, the value that they received! 
Because I am sure some of those who opposed statehood are going to 
stand up and say this is what we told you, we are going to have to give 
a lot of money to Alaska. 

Mr. Quersapa. There is available, without the slightest. difficulty, 


a statement that would indicate, translating the value of these assets 


into money, how much we have made available to the various con- 
munities. I think we could break this down by States, if you want. 


We could do that. Incidentally, the figure amounts to around % 
billion. 


Mr. Sartor. If you would make that available to this committee, I _ 


would certainly appreciate it. 
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Mr. Quesapa. I would be very glad to. 


Mr. Saruor. Thank you. 
(The document referred to follows:) 


Values of surplus airport properties transferred to public agencies under Surplus 
Property Act, with total by States 





__ $39, 300, 000 | New Jersey___-_-_-~- _.. $17, 708, 000 
a asic _.. 38, 651, 000 | New Mexico____--_..-.. 18, 855, 000 
Arkansas..------------ £8. 564.000) New. York.........,.+-.- 23, 845, 000 
aee...----—---- 117, 569, 000 | North Carolina____--..- 42, 526, 000 
Colorado.-------------- 33, 816, 000 | North Dakota_____. i 191, 000 
Connecticut__---------- 10, 368, 000 | Ohio_____----..___.---- 13, 054, 000 
Delaware__.------- ash. 7, 569, 000 | Oklahoma__-____._.-.-__ 54, 982, 000 
Weett in5s4<+<------ 163, 716, 000 | Oregon______-___-_ Se 33, 174, 000 
Geotgia...~--<~-/---+--- 53, 855, 000 | Pennsylvania______._-_- 12, 827, 000 
tiaras = e. 16, 860, 000 | Rhode Island______._-_- 1, 178, 000 
I eoeet ces ae 15, 195, 000 | South Carolina____-..-_- 34, 042, 000 
eee 2 2055... 28, 993, 000 | South Dakota______--_- 12, 517, 000 
i eee 8, 385, 000 | Tennessee_________.-- 22, 047, 000 
cdi — == Ck CBG OO Fr sek to ee cst ns 132, 809, 000 
Tae... 10, 382 000 | Utah.__..-2)- 343.4 _. 3, 883, 000 
foun Lk 40, 080, 000 |} Vermont__________----_ 0 
ieee 9, 027; 000 | Virginia... ..-.-_. =... 13, 664, 000 
Maryland _-__~--------- 0| Washington_______-___- 48, 358, 000 
Massachusetts_-_—--~..-- 7, 668, 000 | West Virginia____....-__ 422, 000 
eal a 36, 972, 000 | Wisconsin_________--~- 9, 344, 000 
ee 3, 164, 000 | Wyoming___________--- 20, 498, 000 
Mississippi__.__--_..--~- 2D: FED, 000 tA lebkasi4 ti. k. 0 
MisseGrliccsa..._--. 20, 848, 000 | Hawaii____- el ee 7, 541, 000 
an 5k 15, 601, 000 | Puerto Rico_____-_-_--- 1, 105, 000 
ie tenn ~>—< 81, 512, 000 | Virgin Islands______-~_~- 1, 302, 000 
Retest 6, 835, 000 bie sett 3 = 
New Hampshire___._--~- 0 RON. nn <p csemi pi See ee 

NOTES 


The above information is based on figures furnished this Agency by General Services 
Administration. 

The avove information does not include the value of the Juneau, Alaska, Airport which 
was transferred on Oct. 28, 1953, which has a value of more than $1,616,000. 

The Navy, pursuant to Public Law 377, 82d Cong., dated June 5, 1952, by quitclaim 
deed dated Dec. 10, 1956, transferred the Kahului Airport to the Territory of Hawaii. 
The value of the property transferred was approximately $28,467,560. 


Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Rivers? 

Mr. Rivers. I wish to take this opportunity of telling the committee, 
for the record, that you and your staff have been very cooperative 
with the members of the Alaska congressional delegation in briefing 
them and I wish to publicly express appreciation for your cooperation 
during the last month or two. 

Mr. Quesapa. You are very kind, and we certainly appreciate it. 

Mr. Rivers. I would like to ask you some questions to bring out a 
a of points. Would you tell the committee about the 17 inter- 
mediate airports and how much money is lost on the operation of 
those airports which Alaska would be taking over ? 

Mr. Qursapa. Could I refer that to Mr. Tippets. He has the in- 
formation right at his fingertips. 

Mr. Tierets. Did you want to know the value of intermediate fields 
and locations? 

_ Mr. Rivers. I just wanted to confirm the fact that there are 17 
mtermediate fields which are losing operations. 

Mr. Trerers. There are 17 intermediate fields which were built 
prior to and during the war for emergency landing purposes and 








74 ALASKA OMNIBUS BILL 


for use at some of the smaller outlying communities. These fields | Mr. ¢ 
when built, were valued and cost the Federal Government $25,461.90) | no reve 
They are located at various points around the Territory where th, | tower. 
Territory will be able to use them as airports to serve communitie, | . Mr. 1 
There are some revenues now accruing from these airports, addition) | nue, th 
revenues can be accrued when the Territory works out a proper land. around: 
ing fee arrangement, and gas tax arrangement, etc. Mr. ¢ 
Mr. Rivers. Do you have the figure as to what the operating defic, | Mr. I 
has been for the last several years with regard to those nonprofitabl Mr. G 
airports? Mr. Fi 
Mr. Trprets. Mr. Rivers, our figure for 1960 show you it would cog | Mr. C 
us $588,000 approximately, to operate these fields. This is to keep | Mr. I 
the landing areas in good all-year-round condition, snow removal anq | observa 
general upkeep of lights, shoulders, and grading. And the revenues | well-kn 
as they are now established, would only net $70,295. So there would one of ¢ 
be a deficit operation until additional reventie programs were ce} again. 
veloped by the Territory. | overrid 
Mr. Rivers. Thank you. Mr. ¢ 
General, what I am trying to bring out is that the entire picture js} _ mornin 
not quite as rosy, I do not think, as you make it because although! if it wa: 
there will be some $200,000 net operating profits from the two interns. Mr. ] 
tional airports at Anchorage and Fairbanks, there are 17 intermediay Any tin 
airports which are losing operations. I think that the Secretary of) Mr.Q 
State, Hugh Wade, had that in mind when he said, perhaps, ther Mr. ¢ 
ought to be a couple more million dollars added to the grant in eon- Mr. | 
templation of doing something with passenger terminal facilities ani ing the 
otherwise developing these money-losing airports during the many | over thi 
years it is going to take before most of those intermediate airportsam) comme! 
going to be profitmaking enterprises. I want to point out we do hav and doi 
17 fields which the State will take responsibility for and they arent} Mr. 
moneymakers. Mr. | 
Would you wish to comment on that ? ' custome 
Mr. Quesapa. Asa rule, they are not earners, I have to agree tothat, mM case 
Mr. Rivers. Would the Government, for instance, hold back th free b 





hangar at Anchorage which is used by FAA for its own operation! — Mr. 
Mr. Quesapa. It had been our plan to keep that hangar for or — bases tl 
own use. the pra 


Mr. Rivers. Would the holding back of that hangar and certait Mr. t 
activities connected with that cut the net operating profit down below —- Mr. ¢ 


$200,000 a year? Mr, | 
Mr. Qugsapa. No, sir. | also wh 
Mr. Rivers. It would have no effect ? Mr. ¢ 


Mr. Quesapa. I would think it would have no effect. The hang: would h 
has never been a revenue bearing asset. Mr. { 
Mr. Rivers. Would the free use you would desire, of certain floo Mr. ¢ 


space, cut down on the anticipated net revenues of the State! f Mr. : 
Mr. QuesApa. I did not quite understand. ie = 
Mr. Rivers. Would you not be reserving some free use for youl ag 


agency of certain floor space and office space in the terminal facility! basis? 
Mr. Quesapa. We would be reserving only space in the contt Mr.’ 


tower 
Mr. Rivers. I see. builtin 
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Mr. Quesapa. Which is also non-revenue-bearing. There has been 
no revenue accruing to the Federal Government through the control 
tower. 

Mr. Rivers. It is your considered opinion, then, that the net reve- 
nue, the net amount after paying all cost of operation, would be 
around $200,000 this coming year ¢ 

Mr. Quesapa. Or more. 

Mr. Rivers. Or more? 

Mr. Quesapa. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. O’Brien. The gentleman from Florida, Mr. Haley. 

Mr. Harry. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I might make an 
observation as far as the General is concerned. I notice one of the 
well-known columnists commented the other day about your getting 
one of our Senators down out of the air. I hope that does not happen 
again. Especially, when a close vote comes up and we do not want to 
override the President’s veto. 

Mr. Quesapa. I can assure you, Mr. Haley, that the article in this 
morning’s Post was without substance or fact. It was a good story 
if it was not ruined by that fact. 

Mr. Hater. I might say those kind of stories do not hurt you. 
Any time they spell the name right, it is all right. 

Mr. Qursapa. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. O’Brren. Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Uttman. I want to commend you, Mr. Quesada, for confirm- 
ing the fact you have thrown away your military hat when you took 
over this job and despite your past military activities which are mos’ 
commendable, this is a civilian job and you are taking it on as such, 
and doing a good job of it. 

Mr. Quesapa. Thank you. 

Mr. Uttman. Regarding the military use of these airports, is it 
customary, according to established procedures, to allow the military, 
in case this is turned over to the State, to continue to use them on 
a free basis, or will there be some reimbursement 4 

Mr. Quesapa. Continued use by the military establishment for those 
bases that have received public grants is the policy now, and that is 
the practice. 

Mr. Uttman. Continued free use? 

Mr. Quesapa. Yes. 

Mr, Uttman. That applies to the use of the landing facilities and 
also whatever hangar facilities you may have on the airport? 

Mr. Quesapa. If the hangars are not federally owned, the military 
would have no right to use them without payment. 

Mr. Uttman. Are there such facilities on these airports now ? 

Mr. Quesapa. There are no such facilities on the airports now. 

Mr. Trrrers. At Anchorage there is a National Guard unit there 
for training and they have a small hangar in Anchorage that is 
military-owned, as Mr. Quesada described. 

Be Utiman. And they will continue to operate that on a free 
Bs Aa Yes. It is on the op osite side of the field on ground 
' ying =n the commercial side, that is where the civil terminal 
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Mr. Utiman. Can you foresee if this commercial load develops 
it probably will, in the immediate future, that there will be me 
conflict between military and commercial use of these airports? 

Mr. Quesapa. I think there might be, but it would have to deyel 
into a volume far in excess of what it is now, oh, by a magnitude ¢ 
10 times what it is now. F 
P Mr. Urrman. You have a lot of leeway, then, to take care o 

1e future ? 

Mr. Qursapa. Plenty. 

Mr. Utitman. Can you foresee, in the development of new polar | 
routes, the accelerated usage of Alaska airports? 

Mr. Qursapa. I am being a prophet in my answer. I foresee jy 
the foreseeable future the route that is through Alaska being the cop. 
ventional route to the Orient. It is the shortest. And we now ay 
developing and now have aircraft with sufficient range to exploit th | 
Great Circle course. When the Pacific route was developed through | 
Hawaii and through Wake, and the islands extending on to the Orient | 
this was dictated primarily by two factors—the range of the air, 
plane and weather. Now, the range of the airplane is greater and | 
by the development of techniques that permit us to cope more gy. | 
cessfully with weather, it is becoming a lesser factor. So in answer 
to your question, I have heretofore given an explanation, I now gy 
that I forecast the Alaska route as being the major route to the Orient, 

Mr. Utrman. Is it not used, to a limited degree, for polar flights 
to Europe from the west coast. . 

Mr. Quresapa. They go east of Alaska, from the west coast. 

Mr. Utitman. That would be out of the way. 

Mr. Quesapa. If they are going to Europe, they go east of Alasks, 

Mr. Utiman. And we cannot anticipate any other route ove 
Russia, of course, in the immediate future, so we cannot anticipate 
that use. 

Mr. Quesapa. That is right. 

Mr. Utitman. What about the airport facilities out on the Alev 
tian Islands? Do they remain military, whatever we have there! 

Mr. Qursapa. All facilities on the Aleutian Islands, excluding 
those 17 that have been referred to, will remain military. 

Mr. Uxtiman. Are some of those 17 secondary arports on the Ale: 
tian Islands? 

Mr. Trerers. Our final terminal of our operation is at Cold Bay 
which is really at the butt of the Aleutian Islands. However, North: 
west Airlines, under a lease arrangement with the Government i 
operating Shemya, which is one very near the end of the Aleutim 
chain. All other airports still operate in the Aleutians such as Adak 
and whatever other fields they have are, as Mr. Quesada said, unde 
military operation. But the FAA’s last point of operation is (oli 
Bay. 

Mr. Uruman. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. O’Brien. Are there any other questions ? 

Thank vou very much, General, we are grateful to you. 

Mr. Seidman, do you have anything further? 

Mr. Semman. I would like to have an opportunity to commel\ 
briefly, on some of the suggestions made by Secretary of State, Watt 
because we had not heard those suggestions prior to this morning. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. O’Brien. Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. River. I have a request. I have prepared about a 4-minute 
statemént here, and if f could get that in this morning, I would like to. 

Mr. Seman. Why do you not go ahead? I think I can make my 
comment in about 5 or 10 minutes. 

Mr. O’Brien. I wonder if we could not do this and might simplify 
the whole matter. If Mr. Aspinall, the chairman of the full commit- 
tee, approves, this is a very technical and very involved bill and we 
have all been impressed by your grasp of it. Would it be possible for 

ou to be with us at our executive session, when we start marking up 
the bill ? , 

Mr. Seman. Certainly. I would appreciate the opportunity of 
being here. ni | 

Mr. Asprnatt. I would suggest that Mr. Seidman prepare his 
critique of former Acting Governor Wade’s testimony so we can have 
a copy of it within the next two or three days. 

r. Seaman. I would be glad to do that, and prepare it for the 


record. 

Mr. O’Brien. If there is no objection, it will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

Mr. Sempman. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement follows. ) 


BUREAU OF THE BUDGET COMMENTS ON SUGGESTIONS OF HuGH J. WADE, SECRETARY 
OF STATE OF ALASKA 


The Bureau of the Budget has the following comments on the suggestions 
made by Hugh J. Wade, Secretary of State of Alaska, in his testimony before 
the Subcommittee on Territorial and Insular Affairs of the House Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs on May 5, 1959. 


1, TIMING OF TRANSFER OF HIGHWAY FACILITIES AND FUNCTIONS TO THE STATE OF 
ALASKA 


The Bureau of the Budget is in complete agreement with Mr. Wade that the 
transfers of highway properties and facilities authorized by section 21(a) of 
H.R. 6091 should be accomplished at the earliest practicable date. No date was 
included in the bill because we believed that the precise timing of the transfers 
should be established after negotiations with the State of Alaska. We would 
have no objection, however, to an amendment which would provide that the 
transfers be accomplished not later than June 30, 1960, or such earlier date as 
may be agreed upon by the State of Alaska and the Secretary of Commerce. 


2. ADMINISTRATION OF HIGHWAY FUNCTIONS 


The transfer of responsibility for highway functions to the State of Alaska 
would present few, if any, immediate organizational and administrative prob- 
lems, except for those inherent in any reorganization. The State of Alaska 
under section 40(b) of the bill would be authorized to contract with the Bureau 
of Public Roads for the construction and maintenance of Alaska’s State high- 
ways until June 30, 1964, so that the State would have ample time to organize 
and staff its own highway department and to take over highway functions on a 
gradual basis. 


3. SPECIAL HIGHWAY PROVISIONS FOR ALASKA 


The Bureau of the Budget strongly opposes Mr. Wade's suggestion that Alaska 
be accorded special treatment under the Federal-Aid Highway Act. Mr. Wade, 
in effect, offers to trade off one-third of the land area of Alaska for the purposes 
of apportionments under the Highway Act in return for (1) maintaining the 
present matching ratio of 91 percent Federal funds and 9 percent State funds, 
and (2) continuing authority for the use of up to 25 percent of Federal-aid 
funds for maintenance. In keeping with such change, the proposed amounts of 
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transitional grants authorized by section 40 of the bill would have to be red 
by $4 million for each of the fiscal years 1960, 1961, and 1962 since these ae 
were inculded to assist Alaska in meeting highway maintenance costs 

We believe the special treatment proposed by Mr. Wade for Alaska is 
of keeping with the basic aim of the current Federal-Aid Highway Act Sus 
entire emphasis in that act, as set forth in the declaration of policy (23 Ug ; 
101), is on the “acceleration of the construction of the Federal-aid highwe 
systems * * *.” The act specifically places upon the States the duty to mo 
tain any project constructed under the act as long as such project remains 
part of a Federal-aid system. The special treatment proposed for Alaska has 
also been proposed by some other States, all of which have been turned down, 
Such treatment would eliminate all State responsibility for highways, eliminate 
the need for sound consideration at State levels of plans to participate ig the | 
Federal-aid highway program and place a perpetual burden on the Federal 
Government to maintain an ever-growing State highway system. (It must be 
remembered too, that we are speaking of the entire State highway system, sing 
it is all under the Federal-aid program.) We would have grave doubts ag ty 
whether such specific special treatment for one State is possible under qa general 
Federal-State program in our scheme of government. A special privilege should 
not be granted to Alaska which is denied to all other States. 


4. BENEFITS TO ALASKA UNDER GENERAL AID FORMULA AND OMNIBUS RILL 


Under the general aid formula, Alaska will receive Federal-aid highway 
funds for primary, secondary, and urban systems in excess of $37 million, g 
larger amount than is available to any other State. Because of its large pro. 
portion of vacant public land, Alaska’s matching share will also be less than | 
any other State. Alaska’s share will be 13.5 percent (Nevada, the State with 
the next greatest amount of public land, matches 16.8 percent, and Utah, next 
in line, matches 25.6 percent; the non-public-land States match 50 percent), 

With the $12 million included in the transitional grants, and with the author. 
ity to continue to use Federal-aid funds for 1960 and prior years for mainte 
nance, it is conceded that Alaska can maintain her highways at current cost 
levels during the transitional period and develop a substantial construction pro 
gram at the same time without any additional financial burden on the State. 

Mr. Wade is concerned solely with Alaska’s ability to finance road mainte 
nance after the 5-year transitional period. Our economic forecasts for Alaska 
indicate that, even at current levels of taxation, State revenues should con | 
servatively increase by over $5 million in the next 5 years, enough to cover 
most maintenance costs. And, it must be noted, State taxes in Alaska amount 
to only 3.5 percent of Alaska income, while State taxes in the United States 
as a whole exceed 4.5 percent of income. If Alaska State taxes were raised to 
the national average, an additional $10 million might be realized by the State 
Finally, it must be noted that Alaska, at the time of admission, had no bonded 
indebtedness and that many other States have availed themselves of that 
means of financing necessary road improvements. 


5. ROAD-MAINTENANCE CAMPS 


Our information is that the Alaska Road Commission, under the Interior 
Department, concluded an extensive program of developing facilities for use 
in the roads program shortly before that program was transferred to the Bureau 
of Public Roads. Since BPR took over the function, it has programed $696,00 
for construction and repair of those facilities, particularly the Dillingham and 
Valdez camps. At present, these facilities consist of 3 large depots—at Juneat, 
Anchorage, and Fairbanks—6 smaller depots, and 35 maintenance installations. 


Mr. O’Brien. We will now recognize the gentleman from Alaska, 
Mr. Rivers, a member of this committee. His statement will conclude 
the hearings on H.R. 6091. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH J. RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE Ii 


CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is my | 
pleasure to appear before this committee, of which I have the honor 
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of being a member, in support of H.R. 6091, subject only to a few 
minor changes which either have been or will be suggested. 

Shortly after becoming a Member of this Congress as U.S. Repre- 
gntative from Alaska, I was advised by Mr. Harold Seidman of the 
Bureau of the Budget that he had been assigned the responsibility 
of analyzing the need for transition legislation necessary for trans- 
ference from the Federal Government to Alaska of various govern- 
mental functions which should be taken over by Alaska under its 
newly won statehood, and that the study was virtually completed and 
being drafted in the form of an omnibus bill. 

I thereupon asked him, in effect, to tell me, “What is the verdict?” 
Mr. Seidman explained that the purpose was to put Alaska on an 
equal footing with the other States with the full rights and obliga- 
tions pertaining thereto, but to cushion the impact upon the State 
through transitional grants totaling approximately $2714 million over 
a period of 5 years. He pointed out that this was approximately the 
amount the Federal Government would expend during such period 
if it continued to administer these programs, but that by turning the 
money over unearmarked it. would become available as part of the 
State’s general financial resources and be usable by the State as the 
State saw fit. 

Programs and functions to be transferred would include civil air- 
ports, highway construction and maintenance with full participa- 
tion under the Federal Aid Highway Act, provisions to put Alaska on 
an equal footing as to Federal assistance for nationa] defense edu- 
cation, vocational education, school construction and operation in fed- 
erally affected areas, vocational rehabilitation, water pollution con- 
trol, hospital and medical facilities construction, old-age assistance, 
and other social security programs. 

Since highway apportionments have already been made for fiscal 
year 1960, Alaska will continue its limited participation under the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act for another year, but with the consola- 
tion that it may use federally granted road funds for maintenance 
for another year. 

The matters of transferring the judiciary in Alaska and fish and 
wildlife management are covered in the statehood bill. 

In the initial conversation with Mr. Seidman and in subsequent 
conversations with him and with FAA authorities, it was made amply 
clear that the Federal Government is determined to get out of the 
civil airport business in Alaska. Although the water and sewer sys- 
tems for both the Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airports 
were never completed, the Congress has refused over a period of about 
9 years to appropriate money for that purpose (except about $225,- 
000 last year, which still leaves these sewer and water systems incom- 
plete), or for any other capital improvements or enlargements. 

I came to the conclusion that the only way Alaska will attain a 
position to promptly extend the runways at these two principal air- 
ports to meet the needs of the jet age would be through the grants 
authorized in this omnibus bill. I have had the reservation in mind, 
however, that these grants, which contemplate money for extension 
of runways, do not embody any amount (after meeting all of the other 
contemplated needs) for expansion of air terminal and passenger 
facilities at the Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airports, 
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which facilities must be expanded to take care of the great Increase 
in domestic and international traffic anticipated during the next 3 
to 4 years at an expenditure of several million dollars, 

This time element coincides with the fact that the schedule fo 
transition grants set forth in section 40(a) of the ominbus bil] calls 
for final installments of only $2,500,000 for each of the fiscal] 
ending June 30, 1963 and 1964. In view of the fact that the Feder} 
Government is getting out of the civil airport business, and becany 
the transfer also includes money-losing intermediate airports jy 
Alaska, and because I know that it is the intent of the Federal Gpoy. | 
ernment to give the new State every reasonable chance to suc¢ 
during the trying years ahead, I am firmly convinced that the last ty 


fiscal years ending June 30, 1963, and June 30, 1964, instead of 9. 
500,000 for each of those 2 years. 

This extra $2 million, at a time when construction will no doubt 
be more costly than it is now, would partially solve the need of whic) | 
1 speak, and the State will have to raise such remaining amount gs | 
may be needed. 

ther reservations which I entertain in regard to this bill involyp 
minor amendments which I have already discussed with Mr. Seidmay 
and my Senate colleagues from Alaska, and which appear to be ad- 
visable and mutually agreeable. These points have been largely coy. 
ered for the record by other witnesses. 

By way of summary, I wish to commend Mr. Seidman and other 
who have worked with him in drafting this bill, for the conscientious 
and able job which has been performed, and to say that I subscribe | 
to the fundamental philosophy that Alaska, as a State, is ready to | 
exercise its full rights on an equal footing with the other States, and 
to assume its full responsibilities, subject only to the orderly transi | 
tion which the Federal Government recognizes as essential, includ. 
ing the transition grants which I have discussed. 

In closing, 1 point out that time is of the essence because the 
President has budgeted nothing for the programs above mentioned 
for fiscal 1960, except in connection with this omnibus bill. There. 
fore, it is essential that passage of this bill plus ensuing action by 
the Appropriations Committee and this Congress be completed prior 
to July 1, 1959, including the financial adjustment I have requested 
for implementing expansion of terminal facilities. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee, for 
your attention and consideration in regard to this matter which is 
vitally important to my State of Alaska. 

Mr. Chairman, that ends my formal statement. You might want 
me to comment upon the road phase, or factor, brought up by Se- 
retary of State Hugh Wade, but I have not thought that out sufi: 
ciently and will be willing to discuss that with the members of the 
committee in executive session. 

Mr. O’Brten. I think that might be desirable. Thank you ver 
much, Mr. Rivers. I wonder if I nay make this comment, as We 
conclude these hearings. I think Mr. Saylor and the other member 
of the committee would agree with me that we have seen evident 
in connection with this particular bill of great cooperation and desi | 
to do the right thing between the executive department and the leg 


installments I have mentioned should be $3,500,000 for each of the | 
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islative representatives of the State of Alaska than I have seen in most 
of the legislation we have been called upon to handle here. 

It is true that there are certain amendments that you, Mr. Rivers 
and others from Alaska, would like to see in there. And I would 
hope that when we sit down next week to write up the bill, with Mr. 
Seidman and others present, that we can have the saine degree of 
cooperation and mutual desire to get this new, tremendously large 
State over its teething stage. I just wanted the record to show, as 
chairman of this partteular subcommittee, that I have been most im- 
pressed by the spirit of compromise, conciliation but above every- 
thing else, the desire to do right by the great new State. 

Mr. Saylor ? 

Mr. Sartor. I have one question I would like to ask Mr. Seidman. 
Mr. Seidman, I have noticed in this bill, section 45 is the usual 
separability section of the bill. The number of amendments which 
are in this bill, in practically every section, are changes in particular 
pieces of legislation. Now, I know it is humanly impossible for even 
the best of our people who draft legislation to make sure they have 
covered every possible law that might affect Alaska. I was wondering 
whether or not we should not have included in this bill a provision 
that the inclusion of the amendments which we have does not of neces- 
sity exclude those others which, if they were mentioned, would have 
been amended in this bill. 

Mr. Serpman. Mr. Saylor, that is a very sound suggestion. You are 
correct. We did our human best to cover every statute affecting 
Alaska, but it was just an impossibility to deal with every one, and 
I think your suggestion is very well taken. 

Mr. Savior. Because if you did not, all you would have to do, as a 
lawyer, would be to discover a law that was not mentioned in here 
and we are in court. To paraphrase my good friend Walter Rogers, 
if he were here, it would be building a bird’s nest on the ground for 
all of the lawyers. That is all. 

Mr. O’Brien. The hearing is concluded. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
subject to the call of the Chair. ) 
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